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ABSTRACT
Culturally responsive teaching practices in schools and classrooms have been shown to
be an effective means of addressing the achievement gap, as well as the disproportionate
representation of racially, culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse students in programs
serving students with special needs. While there has been a recent influx in research discussing
these issues, teachers and school staff lack clear examples and tools for best practices that will
aid them in addressing the achievement gap and disproportionality effectively within their
schools. Conducted in three phases, this research provides a framework for developing,
implementing, and evaluating a culturally responsive tool for schools and school staff in order to
impact beliefs and practices related to culturally responsive teaching, leading to the enhanced
learning outcomes of all students.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Research Problem
Kozol (1992, 2006, 2008) poignantly illustrates the many injustices that continue to
plague our education system. The inequitable distribution of resources, the underachievement of
racially, culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse (RCELD) students, and further, the
disproportionate representation of RCELD students in programs serving students with special
needs, provides evidence of how far we have to go to realize a more just and equitable education
for all of our students. Many researchers posit that a major cause of the underachievement of
RCELD students, commonly referred to as the achievement gap, and the disproportionate
representation of RCELD students in programs serving students with special needs is the divide
between home and school cultures.
This culture divide presents several barriers to helping RCELD students adapt to school
processes and expectations, which severely inhibits learning. Researchers argue that many
students a part of the dominant culture group have an advantage at school, because home and
school cultures align more easily, whereas, those coming from other racial, cultural, ethnic and
linguistic diverse backgrounds (RCELD) do not (Anton, 1999; Banks, 2004, 2007; Bennett,
2003; Cho & Reich, 2008; Cochran-Smith, 2004; Delpit, 2006; Paez, 2009; Sleeter, 2001).
Schools and teachers that have adopted a culturally responsive pedagogy have the ability to act
as change agents in their schools to help bridge the divide and encourage more equitable
schooling experiences for RCELD students. (Banks, 2007; Cochran-Smith, 2004; Delpit, 2006;
Gay, 2000; Kopkowski, 2006; Kraft, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Lalas, 2007; Meece, 2003;
Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez, 2005; Montgomery, 2001;Noddings, 2005; Risko, Walker-
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Dalhouse, 2008). Furthermore, while there has been a recent influx in research discussing
culturally responsive practice as a means of addressing inequity in education, teachers and school
staff lack clear examples and tools for best practices that will aid them in addressing the
achievement gap and disproportionality effectively within their schools and classrooms (Feildler
et al., 2008).
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this study was to gather and interpret best practices related to culturally
responsive teaching discussed in the literature, and create a “teacher-friendly” tool to encourage
reflective culturally responsive practice in schools and classrooms. Voices of administrators,
teachers, related school faculty and staff, as well as parent and family members of racially,
culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse students were sought to inform the construction
of this tool to ensure its quality and practical usefulness for teachers with their students.
Research Question
The study was guided by the following question: To what degree does the use of a
culturally responsive tool impact the beliefs and practice of schools and school staff related to
culturally responsive teaching?
Significance of Study
This research was conducted in the following three phases: Phase one involved piloting
the instruments that were used in phase two and three of the study. In phase two, content review
procedures for developing a culturally responsive tool for use in professional development were
conducted. Finally, in phase three, the culturally responsive tool was implemented and evaluated
within the context of a professional development program centering on culturally responsive
practice. This study contributes to literature in the field of culturally responsive teaching
2

discussed in chapter two, through presenting a comprehensive review of best practices related to
culturally responsive pedagogy and presenting the rationale behind the use of culturally
responsive practices as a means of addressing the achievement gap and the disproportionate
representative of students from racially, culturally, ethically, and linguistically diverse
backgrounds (RCELD) in programs serving students with special needs. In chapter three, the
research methodology presented provides a framework for developing, implementing, and
evaluating tools for educational practice. Suggestions in the chapter five of this research provide
specific examples for refining the methodology presented here, to improve upon future practice
in the development, implementation, and evaluation of such tools. Finally, in chapters four and
five, a framework and an educational product is presented that has been developed, validated,
and evaluated through the process of this research, for use in future studies and professional
development programs centered on addressing the needs of diverse student populations and their
families.
Limitations
The nature of the final phase of this study presented several limitations. It is possible that
there are other factors that may have affected causality other than the program that was
implemented. Since there was no randomization and the participants were not randomly selected,
there may be other variables that are not addressed in this phase of the study. The number of
participants was also small which affects issues of generalizability. There is also the concern that
the pretest itself could have possibly influenced outcomes on the post test.
For the three phases of this study, the hope is that a model tool for professional
development can be implemented that encourages a “stance of inquiry”, over a staunch list of
do’s and don’ts related to culturally responsive teaching. The goal is that administrators,
3

teachers, and students and their parents, families, and related community members become
involved in a broader view of the learning process, that involves reflective and reflexive praxis,
(Duarte & Fitzgerald, 2006; Slattery, 2006). The intended purpose of the CRT tool is to help
educators engage in reflective practice, rather than to present a “quick-fix” list of best practices.
It is not to be used as a punitive evaluative measure for schools and teachers who are not
addressing all of the quality indicators listed. It is crucial that authority figures at the state,
district, and school levels understand the inherent purpose of the tool as discussed here.
Otherwise, the culturally responsive tool presented here, would lose its intended purpose and
essentially become another piece of paperwork to check off the long to do lists of administrators,
instructional staff, and other members of the school community.
Summary
This research study was conducted in three phases, with the final goal to create a useful
tool that may impact teacher and other school staff members’, beliefs, and practices related to
culturally responsive teaching, thus leading to the enhanced learning outcomes of racially,
culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse (RCELD) students. Phase one involved piloting
two of the instruments that were used in phases one and two of this research. Phase two focused
on developing the culturally responsive teaching (CRT) tool that was implemented in phase
three. Finally, phase three included a mixed methods case study designed for implementing and
evaluating the CRT tool in the context of a professional development module.
The initial version of the culturally responsive tool (appendix B) was used in phase one
and at the beginning of phase two. The final version of the culturally responsive teaching tool
(appendix D) was developed using the findings from both content reviews in phase two. After
the culturally responsive tool was implemented within the context of a professional development
4

program, findings indicated that participation in the professional development program using the
tool had little to no impact on participants’ beliefs. However, there were statistically significant
results indicating that participation in the professional development program using the tool had
an impact on participants practice.
Several implications for ways to enhance the methodology presented in the three phases
are discussed in the final chapter of this research. Also presented, are several suggestions for
ways to adapt the culturally responsive tool for future practice in professional development
programs within various contexts. It was the ultimate purpose of this research to provide a model
for practice in developing tools for educational use and to provide strategies for implementing
change at the individual, school, district, and broader community levels, in order to support the
needs of our underserved and more vulnerable student populations.
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CHAPTER TWO: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
In recent years, the research addressing the issue of culture and education has proliferated
significantly. Many in the field of education consider the disconnect between the cultures of
RCELD students and the educational institutions serving them, as a fundamental cause of the
achievement gap and the disproportionate representation of RCELD students in programs
serving students with special needs. The practice of CRT within the literature has been discussed
quite extensively as an effective means of addressing this unjust imbalance in education. The
purpose of this literature review is twofold. First, this review will review and summarize best
practices related to CRT through the lens of key researchers in the field. The second purpose, of
the literature review is to support an argument for a culturally responsive pedagogy as a
necessary means of addressing the culture divide, leading to enhanced learning outcomes for all
students.
Definition of Terms
Racially, Culturally, Ethnically, Linguistically Diverse Students
The term racially, culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse (RCELD) students is
used throughout this study. The RCELD acronym is used to refer also to historically underserved
groups, (Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 2010). Artiles, et al. (2010) uses this term to
describe RCELD students, but also includes students that come from economically
disadvantaged backgrounds, that have “experienced sustained school failure over time,” (p.280).
For the purposes of this study, the acronym RCELD will include economically disadvantaged
groups as well as any groups that have been historically underserved by the education system in
the U.S.
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Achievement Gap
The achievement gap is a term that looms over the hearts and minds of those of us in the
field of education. Numerous studies conducted indicate that many racially, culturally,
ethnically, and linguistically diverse (RCELD) students are not achieving at the academic levels
of their peers. The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) reports that in 2009, the
achievement gap in reading between White and Black 4thgraders was 26 points. The gap between
White and Hispanic students was 25 points. For 8th grade students, the reading achievement gap
for both groups was relatively the same. In mathematics, the achievement gap between White
and Black 4thgraders was 26 points and the White-Hispanic gap was 21 points. In 2009, for 8th
grade students, the White-Black gap was 32 and the White-Hispanic gap was 26 points. These
gaps have differed little since the early 1990’s.
Further, the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Arts Assessment show
that Black and Hispanic students scored lower than White and Asian/Pacific Islander students in
both music and visual arts. This same report, while showing increases in high school completion
rates for all students, indicates that still many Black and Hispanic students are not completing
high school at the rate of their peers. This same pattern follows for the completion of higher
education degrees. The underachievement of RCELD students at the K-12 levels leads to higher
instances of poverty amongst these students as they become adults, contributing to a cycle of
inequality that is seemingly endless (National Center for Education Statistics, 2010). However,
we are not without hope. While there are certainly larger, societal issues of inequity that
contribute to the achievement gap, schools that implement evidenced-based educational
programs have been able to narrow this gap significantly, (Armor, 2006, Hursh, 2007, Gorey,
2009).
7

Disproportionality
Disproportionality refers to “the extent to which membership in a given group affects the
probability of being placed in a specific special education disability category,” (Oswald,
Coutino, Best, & Sing, 1999). While there have been various arguments over the significance of
this problem in education, recent research provides clear evidence that it is, in fact, an issue that
must be addressed as we seek to ensure that all students are receiving an equitable education
(Klinger et al., 2005). For example, African American children are significantly over represented
in special education programs, specifically in the categories of mild mental retardation (MMR)
and severely emotionally disturbed (SED) (Oswald et al., 1999). Students coming from other
RCELD groups are also overrepresented in the following categories: mild mental retardation
(MMR), learning disability (LD), and emotional/behavioral disorder (EBD), (Artiles et al.,
2010). As well, RCELD students are underrepresented in gifted programs (National Education
Association, 2007).
Students that are inappropriately placed in these programs may suffer many
consequences. Upon identification for programs serving students with special needs, it is likely
this label will remain with students throughout their entire education experience. Other
consequences may follow: diminished expectations, unequal access to the curriculum, lack of
opportunities to connect with peers that haven’t been labeled, and the continued within-school
segregation between RCELD students and their peers (National Education Association, 2007). In
order to address this pressing issue, Klinger et al. (2005) argues that there must be collaboration
across the three domains of policy, practice, and people. At the policy level, federal, state,
district, and school levels can enact guidelines for allocating resources to address
disproportionality. At the federal level, states and school districts are required to address
8

disproportionality. The two requirements are termed as follows: “disproportionate representation
as a monitoring priority area” and “significant disproportionality.” IDEA 2004 requires that
states monitor whether or not significant disproportionality based on race or ethnicity is
occurring in a district in the following areas:
Identification for Eligibility: States determine if significant disproportionality exists
among students with disabilities. This analysis does not consider if the identification is
appropriate or inappropriate. Identification for a Particular Category: States determine if
significant disproportionality exists among students in particular eligibility categories.
This analysis does not consider if the identification is appropriate or inappropriate.
Educational Settings: States determine if there is significant disproportionality among
students with disabilities in particular educational settings, such as the general education
classroom. Discipline: States determine if there is significant disproportionality among
students with disabilities receiving discipline, including the number of incidences,
duration, and type of disciplinary actions, such as suspensions and expulsions. (p. 4)
IDEA requires that districts found to have significant disproportionality must conduct a state
review of policies and practices, publicly report related findings, and finally districts must
reserve 15 percent of IDEA funds for coordinated early intervening services (CEIS) (Office of
Special Education and Early Intervention Services, 2009).
Response to Intervention
At the state level, many states have adopted a 3-tiered intervention model to address the
needs of RCELD students at the general education level before inappropriate placement can
happen. The National Education Association (NEA, 2010) has declared that addressing the issue
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of disproportionality is an important part of the efforts of state and local initiatives toward
addressing the differences in achievement of students from RCELD backgrounds. The three tiers
of Response to Intervention provide opportunities for both general and special education teachers
to move beyond traditionally isolated roles, to full collaboration in efforts to appropriately
identify students for placement in special education programs. Reschly (2009) reports the
inappropriate placement of RCELD students in special education programs largely depends on
what occurs at tiers one and two in the RTI model. The goal is to identify problems and
implement sustained, effective interventions, before they become “too severe and difficult to
resolve,” (p. 15)
The IDEA funds allotted to coordinated early intervention services (CEIS), is one step
toward addressing this issue. Klinger et al. (2005) argues that these resources be allocated
towards implementing culturally responsive educational systems in order to effect practice that
would lead to a narrowing of the achievement gap and lower the incidences of inappropriate
placement of RCELD students in special education programs (OSE-EIS, 2009). Response to
Intervention (RTI) is a 3-tiered intervention model that aligns with many of the key tenets of
CRT. Response to Intervention (RTI) presents a systematic model for addressing the individual
needs of students, based on formative and summative assessment data, with a focus on outcomes
to provide high quality instruction and intervention effectively and efficiently (Hosp, 2008).
Figure 1 illustrates the flow of RTI (RTI/TLC, 2009). Howell, Patton, and Deiotte (2008)
define RTI as “the practice of (1) providing high-quality instruction matched to student needs
and (2) using learning rate over time and level of performance to (3) make important educational
decisions,” (p.9). These core principals of RTI drive what happens within the three-tiers. While
there are different interpretations of the model, the basic flow of the tiers is as follows: Tier 1
10

involves high quality instruction with all students that includes differentiated instructional
strategies and continuous assessment. Tier 2 is for those students not making adequate progress
at Tier 1 to receive targeted interventions and ongoing formal and informal assessments. Finally,
at Tier 3, students that are still not making adequate progress are targeted to receive
individualized intensive interventions. (Howard, 2009; RTI Action Network, 2011)
Response to Intervention addresses students’ behavioral needs, as well as their academic
needs. Positive behavioral supports are implemented throughout each tier of intervention. The
need for the entire school staff to work collaboratively to address the needs of all students cannot
be understated. The RTI model presents a framework for helping teachers to move from a
“culture of isolation to a culture of collaboration,” (DuFour, DuFour, Eaker, & Many, 2010).This
is particularly important when addressing the issue of disproportionality. Collaboration between
general and special education teachers should move beyond the traditional roles in order to
appropriately identify students for special education programs (Seidl & Pugach, 2009). The
systematic process of RTI not only helps to hold instructional decision makers accountable for
how they are addressing the needs of all students, but provides the support for them to do so
effectively.
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Figure 1: Response to Intervention (RTI/TLC, 2009)

The Culture Divide
Researchers in the field of education, specifically in the field of multicultural education,
attribute the cultural disconnect between RCELD students and their schools and teachers as the
cause for why many RCELD students are not achieving at the levels of their peers (Anton,
1999; Banks, 2004, 2007; Bennett, 2003; Cho & Reich, 2008; Cochran-Smith, 2004; Delpit,
2006; Paez, 2009; Gardner, 2007; Jay, 2003; Sleeter, 2001). One of every three students
enrolled in either elementary or secondary school is of racial or ethnic minority backgrounds,
while nearly 87 percent of the teachers are white and female (Cross, 2003; Sleeter, 2001;
Villegas & Lucas, 2002). To illustrate the increasing diversity of students and families coming
into our schools, a recent article in the Wall Street Journal reports that the U.S. is moving
toward a majority minority. “America's changing face has transformed race relations from the
traditional divide of Black and White to a more complex mix of race, language and religion.
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There are new strains on schools and social services, while immigration has emerged as one of
the nation's most contentious issues,” (Dougherty, 2010).
The lack of student-teacher connections, led by the culture divide between many schools
and the communities in which they are situated continues to overwhelm the educational
community. This divide, specifically between teachers and their students, can lead to
devastating learning experiences for students (Anton, 1999; Cho & Reich, 2008; Paez,
2009).Many RCELD students struggle to make the same connections for learning that may
come easier to their peers that belong to the more dominant culture group represented within the
institution. This culture divide presents several barriers to RCELD students in adapting to
school processes and expectations, which impedes positive learning outcomes and too often
leads to inappropriate placement programs serving students with special needs (Gardner, 2007;
Ogbu, 1992; Willis, 1995).
Themes
The literature shows that one or more of the following factors contribute to this divide:
Communication Barriers. This can involve language issues of students’ whose first language
isn’t English or simple struggles of some students and families with terms and communication
methods used by school personnel (Anton, 1999); Conflicting Expectations. There may be
distinct differences in student behaviors expected by the school and the classroom teacher and
behaviors expected by students’ parents, family members, and peers (Sharkey, Layzer, 2000);
Access to Resources. This might involve varying definitions about what is considered a valued
resource by the school and students’ parents, family members, and peers (Moll, Amanti, Neff, &
Gonzalez, 2005; Risko & Walker-Dalhouse, 2008). Also, to be considered is students’ level of
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home access to resources that the school and related personnel expect and assume that students
have access to (Bennett, 2008; Sharkey, Layzer, 2003).
Culturally Responsive Teaching
Researchers in the field of education that address the issue of the culture divide are
associated with several related terms: multicultural education (Banks, 2007, Bennett, 2003,
Sleeter, 2001), transformative education (Kincheloe, 2007), liberating education (Hooks, 2004;
Shor & Freire, 1987; Kincheloe, 2007), culturally relevant teaching (Ladson-Billings, 2001),
culturally responsive teaching (Gay, 2000, Jay, 2003; Ladson-Billings, 2001, 2007; Sleeter,
2001), teaching for social justice (Bennett, 2001; Lalas, 2007), TESOL (Teaching English to
Speakers of Other Languages), and democratic education (Beane, 2002). Within the literature
using these terms, common themes overlap as these researchers examine institutional and teacher
practices that have been shown to build cross cultural connections between the home and school,
which result in improved learning outcomes for all students. For the purposes of this research,
culturally responsive teaching (CRT) as defined by Gay (2000) will be used:
Culturally responsive teaching can be defined as using the cultural knowledge, prior
experiences, frames of reference, and performance styles of ethnically diverse students to
make learning encounters more relevant to and effective for them…Culturally responsive
teaching has the following characteristics:
 It acknowledges the legitimacy of the cultural heritages of different ethnic groups, both as
legacies that affect students' dispositions, attitudes, and approaches to learning and as
worthy content to be taught in the formal curriculum.
 It builds bridges of meaningfulness between home and school experiences as well as
between academic abstractions and lived sociocultural realities.
 It uses a wide variety of instructional strategies that are connected to different learning
styles.
 It teaches students to know and praise their own and each others' cultural heritages.
 It incorporates multicultural information, resources, and materials in all the subjects and
skills routinely taught in schools. (p. 29)
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The Need for a Culturally Responsive Pedagogy
Many researchers posit that teachers who are educated in the use of CRT strategies have
the ability to act as change agents in their schools to help bridge the divide and encourage more
equitable schooling experiences for , racially, culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse
(RCELD) students (Banks, 2007; Cochran-Smith, 2004; Delpit, 2006; Gay, 2000; Kopkowski,
2006; Kraft, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Lalas, 2007; Meece, 2003; Moll, Amanti, Neff, &
Gonzalez, 2005; Noddings, 2005; Risko, Walker-Dalhouse, 2008). Schools and teachers that are
culturally responsive consider it their responsibility to begin the work of building bridges and
deconstructing barriers in order to assist students in negotiating the three worlds of school, home,
and peers (Schoorman & Jean-Jaques, 2004).
Once these connections are made, teachers can begin the work of facilitating students in
using their backgrounds to understand and negotiate the culture of the school, encouraging
students to become successful learners in the particular academic setting that they are in. It is
crucial that they also be armed with the ability to “code switch” between the spheres of home,
school, and peers. This is a vital tool they will need throughout their lives (Delpit, 2006).
Furthermore, students thrive in classrooms that incorporate their own cultural backgrounds, as
well as other cultures and perspectives within the curriculum (Slattery, 2006). Critical, reflective
teaching practice along with implementing characteristics of CRT creates a rich and complex
classroom environment. Slattery (2006) makes a crucial point about the complex dynamic of
teaching and learning within the classroom: “Learning and teaching involve multifaceted human
beings in complex interactions. The curriculum in the postmodern era will acknowledge this
complexity and move beyond narrow definitions and practices,” (p.54). CRT encourages these
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complex interactions of the socio cultural realities of students’ lives outside of the classroom,
with school and classroom experiences (Gay, 2000). Kopkowski (2006) further offers:
…it is about understanding students’ home life, their language, music, dress, behavior,
jokes, ideas about success, the role of religion and community in their lives, and more.
It is bringing the experiences of their 24-hour day into the seven-hour school day to give
them information in a familiar context. (p.1)
As described by Ladson-Billings (1994, 1995), CRT recognizes the importance of
including students’ cultural references in all aspects of learning. Further, Gay (2000) explains
four foundational components of CRT: (1) The power of caring, (2) culture and communication
in the classroom, (3) ethnic and cultural diversity in the curriculum and in media, and (3) cultural
congruity in teaching and learning. Villegas and Lucas (2002) noted that teachers seeking to
enact this type of culturally responsive curriculum within their classrooms are (a) socioculturally
conscious,(b) have affirming views of students from diverse backgrounds, (c) see themselves as
responsible for and capable of bringing about change to make schools more equitable, (d)
understand how learners construct knowledge and are capable of promoting knowledge
construction, (e) know about the lives of their students, (f) and design instruction that builds on
what their students already know, while stretching beyond the familiar.
Culturally Responsive Teaching as Social Justice in Education
Teachers and school staff who seek to practice culturally responsive teaching consider
themselves as change agents, or to use Giroux’s term, transformative intellectuals (2010, p.38),
acknowledging that there is a dominant culture that pervades the day to day practices and
curriculum of our schools. Nieto & Bode (2008) affirm that one of the primary roles of an
educator is that of interrupting the cycle of inequality and oppression. In lieu of this, it is argued
that a transformative approach to enact social justice in our schools is necessary. Critical

16

pedagogy provides a lens for teachers to view culturally responsive practice as a part of
developing a “critical consciousness” regarding structural inequalities that exist within their
schools and classrooms. Critical pedagogy involves reflective process regarding the
implementation of classroom practices that address such inequalities (Freire, 2007/1997;
Kincheloe, 2007). CRT is a means of enacting such practices. CRT is a practice that addresses
the imbalance of a school culture that caters to the needs of the dominant culture group, (Gay,
2000; McIntosh, 1988; Jay, 2003; Villegas & Lucas, 2007). The goal of CRT is to provide a
bridge, initiated by the teacher to students’ sociocultural realities at home so they are able to
learn and utilize the cultural tools necessary to succeed in the school and classroom environment.
Some argue against this view, asserting that such practices support a social justice agenda
that is biased and argue instead for teacher neutrality. There has recently been an influx of
national debate that seems to pit higher standards, accountability, and standardization against
curriculum that is culturally responsive (Carr, 2008). The polarization of this debate makes it
seem as though curriculum practices that focus on incorporating students’ cultural funds of
knowledge, compromise the ability for educators to uphold high academic standards for their
students (Carr, 2008; Moll & Gonzales, 2003). However, many expert practitioners and
researchers in the field of education present evidence to the contrary, indicating that it is through
CRT practices that teachers become more highly effective in raising their students to higher
levels of academic achievement (Delpit, 2006; Ladson-Billings, 2001; Lemov, 2010; Sears &
Hughes, 2006). Banks (2003) argues that the two sides of the debate represent conflicting
perspectives on what knowledge is valuable and necessary for moving different political and
social agendas forward.
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The argument from both sides of the debate is certainly more complex than what is
summarized here, with validated concerns that need to be addressed from both sides. Still, the
argument coming from those that are not proponents of “multiculturalism” is that educators, both
in K-12 and higher education settings, should remain neutral as they consider traditional texts
and curriculum used in today’s classrooms (Banks, 2003, p.129). For example, while referring to
higher education, Horowitz (2006) cautions against faculty introducing their “overtly political
agendas” into their university classrooms which would “indoctrinate” their students. Item
number eight in his Academic Bill of Rights states, “academic institutions and professional
societies should maintain a posture of organizational neutrality with respect to the substantive
disagreements that divide researchers on questions within, or outside, their fields of inquiry.”,
thereby discouraging faculty from including controversial issues irrelevant to the subject matter
they are teaching. The question then is: Who gets to decide what is irrelevant and controversial?
The claim of academic institutions at any level, as neutral spheres of inquiry is critically and
powerfully argued against.
Freire (2007/1997) claims the impossibility of education as a neutral practice. Giroux
(2010) articulates this argument well by saying that teachers as transformative intellectuals
should:
View schools as economic, cultural and social sites that are inextricably tied to the issues
of power and control. Schools do more than pass on in an objective fashion a common set
of values and knowledge. On the contrary, schools are places that represent forms of
knowledge, language practices, social relations and values that are representative of a
particular selection and exclusion from the wider culture. As such schools serve to
introduce and legitimate particular forms of social life. Rather than being objective
institutions removed from the dynamics of politics and power, schools actually are
contested spheres that embody and express a struggle over what forms of authority, types
of knowledge, forms of moral regulation, and version of the past and future should be
legitimated and transmitted to students. (p.38)
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Applebaum (2009) also refutes this notion of neutrality by asserting that it is only through
social justice education that teaching can become more evenhanded. The ominous achievement
gap, the disproportionate number of RCELD students being labeled as at-risk(Garcia & Guerra,
2004; Ladson-Billings, 2001), the negative connotations of difference as a deficit when students
fail to assimilate with normative school practices (Swartz, 2009; Weiner, 2006), and the often
misguided assumptions of educators that tend to alienate students that don’t identify with the
recognized, dominant, social group (Kincheloe, 2007), provide overwhelming evidence of the
injustice going on in our schools and classrooms. Leistyna (2007) goes even further, accusing
schools of acting as institutions reflecting the larger social order. He claims that schools as such,
are not making the necessary efforts to provide students with inviting spaces where they are
given opportunities to engage in education that is challenging, culturally responsive and
humanizing. These schools, he charges, are contributing to the large number of impoverished
youths, many students coming from RCELD backgrounds that make up a portion of our prison
population in America today. In the face of such injustice, “to be neutral, is to have chosen sides
already. It is to support the status quo,” (Tutu, 2007, p.67).
Kraft (2007) adds that teachers who practice teaching for social justice incorporate
teaching strategies that are “culturally relevant to the diverse student bodies of each school,”
(p.81). Furthermore, Paez (2009) asserts that ensuring that immigrant/ESL students have full
access to the curriculum and educational opportunities afforded to their non-immigrant/ESL
peers is a social justice issue that must be a priority at all levels in the US education system; from
federal, state, district, school, as well as individual classrooms. Education is not a neutral act and
teaching for social justice and equity takes courage, moving ourselves and our students beyond
self-interest (Beane, 2002). Teachers that choose to take the stance as transformative
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intellectuals (Kincheloe, 2007), can pursue nothing less than a practice of critical pedagogy and
emancipatory education “that can affirm the collective humanity of all students-teachers-families
and the cultures and groups they represent,” (Swartz, 2009, p.1044). The author contends that
regardless of the discomfort that often accompanies change and facing one’s own hidden biases
(Applebaum, 2008; Aveling, 2006; Bennett, 2003; Cross, 2003; Giroux, 2001; Hooks, 1994; Jay,
2003; North, 2009; Mitchell, 2007; Sleeter, 2001; Slattery, 2006), engaging in a transformative,
liberatory education is a benefit to everyone involved (Hooks, 1994; Kincheloe, 2007).

Barriers to Culturally Responsive Teaching
Bowman (1994) observes that teachers, like all of us, make generalizations about other
people, ideas, and events on the basis of their personal constructions of reality. Additionally, Gay
(2002) asserts there are two major obstacles to CRT that also are associated with teacher quality:
negative teacher attitudes and expectations for students of color and inaccurately linking
disability and diversity. Many educators are faced with limited understanding of cultures other
than their own and the possibility that this limitation will negatively affect their students’ ability
to become successful learners (Delpit, 2006). Conversely, many educators may exhibit minimal
awareness of distinctive “funds of knowledge” students have gained from their home,
community, and school, and use that knowledge in designing instructional activities that are
more meaningful for students. Moll & Gonzalez (1993) define “funds of knowledge” as the
various social and linguistic practices and the historically accumulated bodies of knowledge that
are essential to students’ homes and communities.
Hence, educators must critically assess their relationships with their students and their
families and seek to develop an understanding of the racial, language, ethnic, and cultural
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diversities represented. Their perceptions of these families, students, and cultures may
inadvertently impact student learning, resilience, and their academic achievement (Weiner,
2006). It is then our educational challenge to present an empowering school culture, one as
described by Baughn, Bos, and Schumm (1997) that promotes gender, racial, and social-class
equity. Adding, “establishing such a culture involves examining the school culture for biases and
prejudices, developing strategies to alleviate them, and replacing them with opportunities that
promote positive self-esteem for all students” (Vaughn, Bos, & Schumm, 1997). The failure of
educators to address the diverse backgrounds of their students continues to contribute to the
hidden bias in our schools and curriculum, thus supporting the hegemonic voices in the
classroom and society as a whole (Jay, 2003; Slattery, 2006; Weiner, 2006).
It is the responsibility of schools and teachers to tap into these students’ funds of
knowledge, seek to understand the lived socio cultural realities of their students’ lives (Moll, et
al., 2005), and develop a culturally responsive pedagogy in order to bridge the divide, both
culturally and academically (Villegas, 2002). For no matter how isolated many of us may feel
we are in our seemingly separate communities, the tragic circumstances surrounding many of our
young, struggling ESOL, African-American, and many other RCELD students, becomes our
own tragedy, whether or not we are conscious of it, or choose to acknowledge it. (CochranSmith, 2004; Freire, 2007/1997; Hooks, 1994; Ladson-Billings, 2001; Tutu, 2007)
Study Significance
Teachers and schools that are armed with the tools to enact a culturally responsive
pedagogy are capable of effectively addressing the achievement gap and disproportionate
representation of RCELD students in special education programs. (Artiles et al., 2005; Banks,
2007; Cochran-Smith, 2004; Delpit, 2006; Gay, 2000; Klinger et al., 2005; Kopkowski, 2006;
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Kraft, 2007; Ladson-Billings, 2009; Lalas, 2007; Meece, 2003; Moll, Amanti, Neff, & Gonzalez,
2005; Noddings, 2005; Risko, Walker-Dalhouse, 2008). Fortunately, the work of Phuntsog
(2001) shows that there are many teachers that believe that CRT is a vital link in working with
diverse populations. The problem however, lies in the gaps between policy, theory, and practice.
A common issue in the practice of research in education is the struggle to provide educational
practitioners with practical strategies and tools that can be used, beyond the rhetoric of research.
Often times, there is a major difference between what researchers and policy makers say works
and what’s actually being implemented in classrooms (Cohen, 1990; Petrina, 2004; Tabak,
2006).
While there has been a recent influx in research discussing these issues, teachers and
school staff lack clear examples and tools for best practices that will aid them in addressing the
achievement gap and disproportionality effectively within their schools and classrooms. As
Klinger et al. (2005) asserts, there must be collaboration between policy, practice, and people to
merge this gap. This study seeks to contribute to both knowledge and practice in the field
through the development and implementation of a culturally responsive checklist for schools and
teachers, involving collaboration between policy makers, practitioners, and parents and families
of RCELD students.
Research Question
The study was guided by the following question: To what degree does the use of a
culturally responsive tool in professional development, impact the beliefs and practices of
schools and school staff related to culturally responsive teaching?
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Conclusion
Teaching is not a neutral practice, but rather a transformational act. Teachers and schools
that practice CRT according to the best practices described here can potentially reverse the cycle
of inequality in education that continues to be indicated by data supporting the severity of the
achievement gap and the disproportionate representation of students from RCELD backgrounds
in programs serving students with special needs. However, the steps toward addressing the
underlying beliefs and habits of teachers and schools are not quite so linear. Multiple strategies
within a variety of contexts need to be utilized to engage educators to become more culturally
responsive. Through the development and evaluation of a CRT tool, this research seeks to
provide one such resource to help educators develop these transformational teaching practices.

23

CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This research study was conducted in three phases, with the final purpose to create a
useful tool that may impact teacher and other school staff member, beliefs, and practices related
to CRT, thus leading to the enhanced learning outcomes of racially, culturally, ethnically, and
linguistically diverse (RCELD) students. Phase one involved piloting two of the instruments that
were used in phases one and two of this research. Phase two focused on developing the CRT
(CRT) tool that was implemented in Phase three. Finally, phase three included a mixed methods
case study designed for implementing and evaluating the CRT tool in the context of a
professional development module.
Phase One: Piloting the Instruments
In order to strengthen the construct and content validity of the Common Beliefs Survey
and the questions and content used for the Delphi study, both instruments were tested with a
smaller group of individuals, matching similar criteria as the participants that would be
completing the instruments in phase two of this study.
Piloting the Common Beliefs Survey
The Common Beliefs Survey Tool is a product created by the Southern Poverty Law
Center’s Teaching Diverse Students Initiative (TDSI) project. This survey tool helps identify the
underlying beliefs that teachers and other school staff members hold that can affect the
instruction and treatment of RCELD students in the school setting. The TDSI site uses this tool
to help participants reflect on their beliefs and practices, while providing resources for learning
related to each statement on the survey.
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Participants
There were 12 participants included in this portion of the study. A purposive criterion
sample was used to select participants based upon the following criteria: (1) must be currently
employed at an urban elementary school. (2) Must hold one of the following positions:
Administrator, general or special education teacher, or other instructional support staff position.
Participants included one administrator, one member of instructional support staff, and ten
general education teachers from grades K-5.
Setting
Participants that completed the survey worked at the same school in an urban school
district in Central Florida. The school is a Title I school, with 96% of students on free and
reduced lunch (OCPS, 2010). The student demographic information reported by the Florida
Department of Education in 2009was as follows: 1.5% Caucasian, 90.6% Black, 5.4% Hispanic,
and 19.2% ELL. This school was selected for this portion of the research, because it fit the
criteria that would be used to select participant schools in phase two and three of this research.
Materials/Instrumentation
For the purposes of this research, the Common Beliefs Survey tool was adapted slightly.
Answer choices were reduced from a Likert Scale of 6 to one of four. The original instrument
ranked choices as follows: Agree strongly, agree, neither agree nor disagree, disagree, disagree
strongly. The adapted instrument used the following answer choices: Strongly agree, agree,
disagree, and strongly disagree. Other changes included the addition of specific demographic
information for the purposes of disaggregating data relevant to the research, and a revised set of
directions to appropriately address the tool in its new format.
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Procedure
Each participant was provided a copy of the Common Beliefs Survey tool via email and
asked to complete a questionnaire evaluating the content of the tool (appendix A). In the
introductory email to participants, the questionnaire was provided through Survey Monkey link.
Results were tallied based on participant responses to each question related to the Common
Beliefs Survey tool and any changes relevant to the validity of the tool were made based upon
participant feedback. All responses were kept confidential according to University of Central
Florida’s Institutional Review Board (IRB). Data was collected through Survey Monkey and all
responses were deleted after data had been reviewed and analyzed.
Piloting the Delphi Study Procedure
Taylor-Powell (2002) recommends pre-testing the questionnaire for the first round of the
Delphi study to ensure proper wording and that any ambiguities or vagueness have been
addressed. Because the questionnaire was being developed solely by the researcher, it was
important to have the content reviewed by similar experts in the field to be sure the questions
were addressing the goal of the Delphi Study.

Participants
Five participants were selected to complete this portion of the study. A purposive
criterion sample was used to select participants based upon the following criteria: Participants
must be researchers or practitioners experienced whose work focuses on the addressing the
educational needs of diverse learners, including, race, culture, ethnicity, language, and ability.
Participants include two professors in higher education with a research focus on diversity
initiatives, one instructor in higher education with a history of working with RCELD elementary
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students and a research focus on diversity and literacy, and one general education middle school
Math teacher and doctoral student with a focus on addressing the needs of ESOL learners and the
issue of disproportionality affecting this population of student, and one bilingual middle school
teacher and doctoral student with a research focus on motivation in Mathematics for students of
RCELD backgrounds. These participants represent the variety of backgrounds for participants
that were to be selected for the Delphi Study portion of this research.
Setting
Two of the participants in this study currently work within two separate urban school
districts in Central Florida. Three of the participants in higher education work at one of the
largest research universities in the nation, serving students from all 50 states and 140 countries.
This portion of the study was conducted via email.
Materials/Instrumentation
Each of the five participants were provided a copy of the first version of the CRT tool
being evaluated (appendix B) the questionnaire to be used for round one of the Delphi
study(appendix H) and were asked to respond to the following questions via email: (1)Were the
instructions for completing the Delphi study clear? (2)Are there any questions you would change
the wording on? If yes, please explain which ones, recommended changes, and why. (3)Are there
any questions or topics that you feel should have been included with this Delphi study of the
checklist tool that was not? (4) Was the layout clear and user-friendly? (5) Any additional
comments or suggestions?
Procedure
Participants provided their responses to the five questions above via email within one
week of the first request. Responses were tallied by question and each issue brought up by
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participants that affected content validity of the first questionnaire was addressed before using it
in phase two of the study. Participant responses were kept confidential according the UCF’s
Institutional Review Board. Responses were collected solely through email and responses were
deleted once data had been reviewed and analyzed.

Phase Two: Developing the Culturally Responsive Teaching Tool
The purpose of this phase of the study was to analyze the content and goals of the CRT
tool that will be implemented and evaluated in phase three of this research. There were two
primary goals for this phase of the study. The first goal was to illicit the perspectives of expert
parent, family, and community members representing students from RCELD backgrounds on the
content of the tool. The second goal was to analyze the content and usability of the tool using
expert researchers and practitioners in the field. These procedures were adapted from a model
presented by Feildler, Chiang, Van Haren, Jorgensen, Halberg, and Boreson (2008). Feildler, et.
al (2008), for creating a checklist for addressing disproportionality in partnership with university
professors, school district personnel, administrators, and instructional support staff.
After conducting an extensive review of the literature, Feilder et al. (2008) created a
checklist of best practices. Once the initial items were created, they used focus groups to analyze
and discuss items for relevance and importance. Ongoing use of the checklist continued to allow
for changes to be made that would best suit the needs of the specific school using it. The adapted
procedures used here add to Feilder et al.’s (2008) model, by including the parent, family, and
community voice in the process, as well as a more structured approach to the content analysis.
An expert review with parents and community members representing students from CLD
backgrounds was conducted, as well as a Delphi study, including researchers and practitioners in
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the area of CRT, working with diverse populations, and/or special education, in order to evaluate
the content of the tool for future use in professional development with teachers with a focus on
culturally responsive practice. The initial procedure, including parent and community
participants was crucial to address the need for these voices to be included in the creation of the
instrument. Once this procedure was completed, the Delphi study was conducted to analyze the
content and design of the tool for use in professional development with teachers.
Phase Two Research Questions
Does the tool adequately address the key components of culturally responsive practice,
according to expert participants in a Delphi study and an expert review?
What are the factors in the design and layout of the tool affecting usability, according to
expert participants in a Delphi study?
The Expert Review
The first goal was to illicit the perspectives of expert parent, family, and
community members representing students from RCELD backgrounds on the content of the tool.
There is often a lack of parent, family, and community voice in the creation and implementation
of such instruments. If educators want to meet the needs of students from diverse backgrounds,
then they must listen to the perspectives of the parents, family, and community members that
represent them. This is the first focus of this study, to illicit such participants to evaluate the
content of the tool up front.
Participants
Participants were chosen for the expert review through a snowball sample procedure.
Five participants were selected to participate in this phase of the research. Experts were chosen
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first beginning with two contacts that work closely with students and families from RCELD
backgrounds. Then, based upon their contact suggestions, other participants were selected. The
first person interviewed was the head of a local community youth center in an urban
neighborhood. The director of the youth center is also a state certified counselor. This participant
recommended two parents to interview whose children have or still attend her youth center. The
last two participants were from a school in the same urban neighborhood area. The principal of
this school was contacted to provide a suggestion of who fit the selection criteria. The fourth
participant he suggested was the school’s family intervention specialist. The final participant was
a parent that regularly attends support group sessions at the family resource center for the school
and was suggested by the family intervention specialist.
Setting
The first three participants were connected with a community youth center situated within
a local urban neighborhood. The youth center services approximately 50 children from ages five
to 19 from the surrounding neighborhoods, providing after school tutoring, all day summer care.
Approximately 75% of the students are from Haitian/Haitian American families. Nearly 5 % of
the children are first generation immigrants, while the others are second generation immigrants.
Another 5% of the students are currently in special education programs at their schools. The
last two participants were connected with an elementary school situated within another urban
neighborhood area. This school is a Title I school, with 98% of its students on free and reduced
lunch. The National Center for Education Statistics (2010) reported school demographic data as
follows: 87% Black, 4% White, and 9% Hispanic.
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Materials/Instrumentation
The original version of the tool (appendix B) was used to guide an interview format with
participants to gather data about the content. Both the researcher and the participants, side by
side, reviewed each critical question (see section I of the tool) and each quality indicators (see
section II of the tool). Participants were asked about which questions and quality indicators they
thought would best address the needs of students and their families representing RCELD
backgrounds. Participants were also asked to provide suggestions, based on their own
experiences, for ways to enhance the tool. This involved suggestions for what should be omitted
or suggestions on additional content that needed to be covered.
Procedure
Procedures for conducting the expert review were as follows: both the researcher and
each participant, side by side, reviewed each critical question (see section I of the tool) and each
quality indicators (see section II of the tool). Participants were asked about which questions and
quality indicators they thought would best address the needs of students and their families
representing RCELD backgrounds. Participants were also asked to provide suggestions, based on
their own experiences, for ways to enhance the tool. This involved suggestions for what should
be omitted or suggestions on additional content that needed to be covered. The data collected
was analyzed for themes and specific strategies suggested by participants to enhance the tool
were implemented before beginning the Delphi study. Suggestions made by participants were
reviewed to combine repetitious information, compare any discrepancies within participant
suggestions, summarize key ideas presented by participants, and omit information as suggested
by participants. Changes were made to the tool, based upon the data collected. The adapted
version of the tool was presented to participants in the Delphi Study procedure. All participant
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responses were kept confidential during and after study in accordance with UCF’s IRB
guidelines. Once data was reviewed and analyzed, responses were discarded. There was no
identifiable information that could be traced back to participants in the final reporting of the data.
The Delphi Study
This portion of the study addressed content, as well as the design of the CRT tool to
evaluate usability. Turoff (2002) recommends using at least two of the following dimensions as a
part of questionnaires to guide participant responses: Desirability (effectiveness or benefits),
Feasibility (practicality), Importance (priority or relevance), and Confidence (in validity of
arguments or premise). Each dimension can be rated on a 4-point scale. For the purposes of this
study, feasibility (practicality) and importance (priority or relevance) were used for evaluating
the content of the tool.
Participants
For the Delphi study, a purposive criterion sample was used to select 15-20 experts to
participate in the study. Participants had to fit the following criteria to be included in the study:
He or she had to be an experienced researcher or practitioner in the area of culturally responsive
teaching, working with diverse populations, and/or special education. A request was sent out to a
minimum of 25 participants that fit the criteria. There were 16 expert participants in the Delphi
Study that included five general and special education teachers, three instructional support staff,
two administrators, six professors and researchers with a focus on working with diverse student
populations.
Setting
Participants in the Delphi study work in a variety of settings. Six participants work at a
higher education institution, one of the largest research universities in the nation, serving
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students from all 50 states and 140 countries. Eight of the participants work at an elementary
school situated within an urban neighborhood area. This school is a Title I school, with 98% of
its students on free and reduced lunch. The National Center for Education Statistics (2010)
reported school demographic data as follows: 87% Black, 4% White, and 9% Hispanic. One
participant works at a doctoral research institution in the north-central region of the United
States. Finally, one other participant is an administrator at a local urban elementary school and a
doctoral student at a research institution, with a research focus on urban and multicultural
education.
Materials/Instrumentation
A Delphi study was also used to analyze feedback related to the evaluation questions.
Feedback was collected using online surveys and email. For statistical purposes, an initial goal
was to receive a consensus from participants of at least 80% stating the tool to be very important
to important, (on a scale of 1-4: very important, important, slightly important, unimportant), and
80% stating the tool to be definitely feasible to possibly feasible, (on a scale of 1-4: definitely
feasible, possibly feasible, possibly unfeasible, unfeasible). However, it was also important that
the opinions and suggestions of any participants that fell outside the consensus group be
considered. It was up to the researcher to analyze the data from both study procedures to
determine the most significant changes to make to the instrument for the purpose of future work
with teachers.
Procedure
For the Delphi study, participants were asked to provide a total of three rounds of
feedback on the tool, that had been adapted based upon the first procedure with expert parent and
community participants. The three rounds of the study allowed participants to comment on the
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design and layout of the tool, as well as the content of the questions and critical quality
indicators. For the first round, participants were provided with the initial version of the tool and
asked to a series of questions rating each item for importance and overall feasibility. Quantitative
feedback from this first round was summarized according to mean and qualitative feedback was
coded for I= factors affecting importance and F=factors affecting feasibility.
For the first round of the study, the checklist tool was presented to participants for their
review and they were asked to complete an online survey asking questions specifically related to
their perspectives on the level of importance of content and feasibility (appendix H). For the
second round of feedback, participants were provided a synthesis of feedback from round one
and asked to review the feedback and complete an online survey again, addressing levels of
importance and feasibility, (appendix I). Also, included in this round was the original document
unchanged, as well as a second document with changes made based upon the feedback from the
first round. For example, if 80% or more of participants stated that a particular question was
unimportant or the layout of the tool is affecting feasibility, the second document reflected
changes based upon that feedback, so that participants might see how their comments were
perceived and used to make changes.
Round three was conducted in a similar manner. Participants were provided with a
synthesis of prior feedback; the original document, the adapted document, and were asked to
complete a final round of feedback addressing issues of importance and feasibility, (appendix
J).Once at least an 80% consensus was reached by round 3 changes were made to the checklist
tool to reflect suggested changes. However, it was also important that the opinions and
suggestions of any participants that fell outside the consensus group be considered. Participants
remained anonymous from one another during and after the study. Although participant
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responses from each round were summarized and presented back to all participants, all responses
were kept confidential in accordance with UCF’s IRB guidelines. All data was discarded after
review and analysis were conducted. In the final reporting of the data, there was no identifiable
information included that could be traced back to individual participants.
Limitations/Delimitations
The final decision was up to the researcher, to analyze the data from both study
procedures to determine the most significant changes to make to the instrument for the purpose
of future work with teachers. The limitations of this method of study are that Delphi participants
had to review the tool online, when in actual use, the tool would be presented in hard copy
format and participants would receive training before, during, and afterwards to assist them in
completing it. Some of the factors that Delphi participants reported as affecting feasibility could
be addressed in the way the tool is presented to staff in professional development. Also, the tool
is intended to be adapted for specific needs of school sites. There are changes that have been
made from Delphi participant consensus and feedback, that may not be as relevant to particular
school sites.
Phase Three: Implementing the Culturally Responsive Teaching Tool
The final phase of this study was conducted using a mixed methods case study design, in
order to implement and evaluate the CRT tool in the context of a professional development
program. The goal of this portion of the research is to answer the research question guiding this
study: To what degree does the use of a culturally responsive tool in professional development
impact the beliefs and practice of schools and school staff related to culturally responsive
teaching?
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Quantitative Study
Participants
There were a total of 15 participants that participated in this phase of the study. A
purposive criterion sample was used to select participants based upon the following criteria: (1)
must be currently employed at an urban elementary school within a district cited for
disproportionate representation of RCELD students in programs serving students with special
needs. (2) Must hold one of the following positions at the school: administrator, special
education teacher, general education teacher, or hold an instructional support staff position. Of
the fifteen participants, there was one administrator, four general education teachers, six special
education teachers, and four instructional support personnel.
Setting
All of the participants work at the same elementary school in a district that has been cited
for disproportionate representation of RCELD students in programs serving students with special
needs. This school meets similar criteria as the school used in phase one of this research: Piloting
the Common Beliefs Survey Tool. Both schools, from phase one and phase three are Title I
schools. The Public School Review (2011) reported the student demographic information as
follows: 1% Asian, 3% Hispanic, 33% Black, 61% White, with 69% of students on free and
reduced lunch. While the demographic information between the pilot school and this school
differ in racial and ethnic percentages, this school has a unique history of special education
programs that provides a unique perspective to this research. This school once provided the only
setting for the county’s full time exceptional education classes and currently contains a center
within the school that takes in students with severe disabilities up to age 22. Of the 52 teachers
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and instructional support staff that hold full time positions, 21 specialize in working with
exceptional education students.
Materials/Instrumentation
The Common Beliefs Survey Tool
The Common Beliefs Survey Tool (appendix E) is a product created by the Southern
Poverty Law Center’s Teaching Diverse Students Initiative (TDSI) project. This survey tool
helps identify the underlying beliefs that teachers and other school staff members hold that can
affect the instruction and treatment of RCELD students in the school setting. The TDSI site uses
this tool to help participants reflect on their beliefs and practices, while providing resources for
learning related to each statement on the survey. For the purposes of this research, the Common
Beliefs Survey tool was adapted slightly. Answer choices were reduced from a Likert Scale of 6
to one of four. The original instrument ranked choices as follows: Agree strongly, agree, neither
agree nor disagree, disagree, disagree strongly. The adapted instrument used the following
answer choices: Strongly agree, agree, disagree, and strongly disagree. Other changes included
the addition of specific demographic information for the purposes of disaggregating data relevant
to the research, and a revised set of directions to appropriately address the tool in its new format.
This tool was piloted to test for construct and content validity in phase one of this research.
Levels of Use
A portion of the Levels of Use Survey Tool, a component of the Concerns Based
Adoption Model (CBAM) was used to assess level of practice and implementation. This third
phase of the research is evaluating possible changes in beliefs and practices teachers are
reporting before and after professional development. However, change in both areas take
extensive time and support (Loucks-Horsley, 1996). The framework for CBAM, when used
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holistically, includes three areas for measuring implementation of practices participants have
been trained to use in professional development over time so that facilitators can provide
ongoing support for changes implemented (Frank, 2009). The three areas measured are Stages of
Concern, Levels of Use, and Innovation Configurations.
Due to the design and limited timeline available for this study, the Levels of Use Survey
was used to assess where participants identified themselves on the survey. Appendix F shows
general descriptions of the seven levels. For the purposes of this research, the following levels
were used: 0-Have little or no knowledge of what culturally responsive teaching (CRT) involves
1-Have recently received information about CRT practices and am considering how strategies
might be used in my school or classroom. 2-Have made the decision to begin implementing CRT
practices in my school or classroom, establishing a time to begin. 3-Am implementing CRT
practices in my school or classroom, but have had little time to reflect and integration is mostly
surface-level. 4-Am routinely using CRT practices in my school or classroom 5-Am
collaborating with colleagues in order to achieve a collective impact on students through the use
of CRT practices. 6-Am examining latest developments in the research on CRT practices and
have begun exploring new strategies to use, based upon the specific needs of the students at my
school and within my classroom.
Teacher Acceptance Model
Participants were also assessed using an adaptation of Venkatesh and Davis’ Teacher
Acceptance Model (TAM 2) Measurement Scale (2000). The test measures four areas, using a
7-point Likert scale, where 1=strongly disagree, 2- moderately disagree, 3=somewhat disagree,
4=neutral, 5=somewhat agree, 6=moderately agree, and 7=strongly agree, to predict teachers’
use of particular tools and practices within their classrooms. The four areas measured are as
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follows: perceived usefulness, ease of use, attitude, and intention to use. This measure has been
used and improved upon over the past 25 years in the area of instructional technology and has
been proven for predictive validity (Venkatesh & Davis, 2000).

Procedure
The three survey tools were combined and provided to participants to complete online
through Survey Monkey as a single pre and post survey. Participants were provided with an
online module via email to complete the pre survey before the professional development and the
post survey afterwards. Pre and post-test scores from the three instruments were analyzed to gain
insight into whether or not the program was an effective means of influencing participants’
beliefs, level of implementation, and intentions to use the practices covered in the professional
development program. In order to determine whether or not there was a significant difference
between the pre-test and post-test scores, a dependent t-test was used. An Excel spreadsheet
program was used to calculate the dependent t-test. All participant responses were kept
confidential in accordance with UCF’s IRB guidelines. In the final reporting of the data, there
was no identifiable information that could be traced back to individual participants. All responses
were discarded once the data was reviewed and analyzed.
Limitations
The nature of this study presented several limitations. It is possible that there are other
factors that may have affected causality other than the program that was implemented. Since
there was no randomization and the participants were not randomly selected, there may be other
variables that are not addressed in this study. The number of participants was also small which
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affects issues of generalizability. There is also the concern that the pretest itself could have
possibly influenced outcomes on the post test.
Qualitative Study
Participants
There were two qualitative measures used in this phase of the research. One measure
included written, open-ended response and the other measure was a set of interviews with select
participants. For the open-ended response, all of the 15 participants were invited to respond. Of
those fifteen, eleven participants responded. This included one administrator, six special
education teachers, two general education teachers, and two instructional support members. For
the interviews, eight participants were randomly selected to be interviewed, five of those eight
participants agreed to be interviewed. This included one administrator, two instructional support
staff, one general education teacher, and one special education teacher.
Setting
The setting for both the quantitative portion of this phase of the research and the
qualitative portion were the same.
Materials/Instrumentation
As a part of the professional development program participants were asked the following
open ended response questions: (1) Are there any specific quality indicators from the CRT tool
that you plan to implement in your school or classroom? If yes, which ones? (2) Create a three to
five step action plan for implementing one or more of the quality indicators you plan on
implementing from the above question. The first question addresses intentions to use the
strategies listed. The second question allows participants to create an action plan for
implementing those strategies. Research shows that when participants create a plan of action,
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they are more likely to implement those practices on their own in the future (Hoffman, Dahlman,
Zierdt, 2009). The action plan possible here, however is limited due to the scope and limited
timeframe for completing this portion of the study.
The second qualitative procedure was conducting a structured interview via phone with
select participants. The interview questions were as follows: (1) How do you feel participation in
the professional development module impacted your beliefs about working with students from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds? (2) How do you feel participation in the
professional development module will impact your practice in working with students from
culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds? (3) What, if any, activities, (i.e. the surveys,
the questionnaire, the ppt.) from the module was most effective in impacting your beliefs? Why?
(4) What, if any, activities (i.e. the surveys, the questionnaire, the ppt.) from the module, do you
feel will impact your practice? In what ways? Why? What strategies do you intend to use? (5)
Were there any items on the survey, Ppt., or questionnaire that you found to be unhelpful in
addressing issues related to your beliefs and culturally responsive practice?
Procedure
The open ended response questions were given to participants to complete during the
professional development program. Participants were provided with the two questions after
completing the CRT tool through Survey Monkey. The responses were coded based upon
reported “new” practices that they would be implementing and “confirmed” practices that were
already being implemented within their schools and/or classrooms to support any claims
regarding the degree of impact participation in the professional development program on
participants’ practices. The interviews were conducted after participants had completed the
professional development. Interview responses were coded for responses related to beliefs and
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practices. These themes were analyzed with results from the open ended responses, as well as the
surveys.
Limitations and Delimitations

The nature of this study presents several limitations. It is quite possible that there are
other factors that may affect causality other than the program being implemented. Since the
study is being conducted at only one school site, rather than all schools in noncompliance for
issues of disproportionality, the number of participants is likely to be small which affects issues
of generalizability. There is also the concern that the pretest itself may influence outcomes on the
post test. In order to address data quality and trustworthiness the qualitative measure will help to
triangulate the data found through the quantitative measure. The goal would be that the
interviews confirm data gathered from the pre and post survey instruments. Transferability may
be confirmed through the data related to the specific setting of the participating school and
criteria for the teachers involved in the professional development, with how the information can
be generalized to similar school settings and teachers. It must be noted that due to the nature of
this study, there are limitations to transferability, as well as dependability. Other questions follow
related to the validity and reliability of the study. What part might miscommunication, values of
participants, and the assumptions of the researcher play in the results of the data?
Summary

The three phases of this research has led to the completion, implementation, and
evaluation of a CRT tool to help support educators in becoming more culturally responsive with
their students. The intent of phase one was to validate the instruments. Phase two engaged
multiple voices and perspectives on how to enhance the tool for implementation in the context of
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professional development focused on CRT. Finally, phase three provided an opportunity to
implement and evaluate the tool for use within a unique school setting. The next chapter of
findings will provide insights into how effective these procedures were, as well as present areas
for continuous improvement of the tool and the process.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESEARCH FINDINGS
Introduction
Findings from each of the three phases of this research are listed in detail in this chapter.
This research study was conducted in three phases, with the final purpose to create a useful tool
that may impact teacher and other school staff member, beliefs, and practices related to culturally
responsive teaching (CRT), thus leading to the enhanced learning outcomes of racially,
culturally, ethnically, and linguistically diverse (RCELD) students. Phase one involved piloting
two of the instruments that were used in phases one and two of this research. Phase two focused
on developing the (CRT) tool that was implemented in Phase three. Finally, phase three included
a mixed methods case study designed for implementing and evaluating the CRT tool in the
context of a professional development module.
Phase One: Piloting the Instruments
In order to strengthen the construct and content validity of the Common Beliefs Survey
and the questions and content used for the Delphi study, both instruments were tested with a
smaller group of individuals, matching similar criteria as the participants that would be
completing the instruments in phase two of this study.
The Common Beliefs Survey
Descriptive Data
There were 12 participants included in this portion of the study. Participants included one
administrator, one member of instructional support staff, and ten general education teachers from
grades K-5. Participants that completed the survey worked at the same school in an urban school
district in Central Florida. The school is a Title I school, with 96% of students on free and
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reduced lunch (OCPS, 2010). The student demographic information reported by the Florida
Department of Education in 2009 was as follows: 1.5% Caucasian, 90.6% Black, 5.4% Hispanic,
and 19.2% ELL.
Research Findings
Table 1 below shows the percentage of participant response to each of the questions on
the survey asking them to evaluate the Common Beliefs Survey tool.
Table 1: Percentage of Participant Responses to the Common Beliefs Survey
Survey Question
Approximately how long did it take you to complete the
survey?
Were the instructions for completing the survey clear?
Were any survey questions unclear or ambiguous? If yes,
which ones?
Did you object to answering any questions? If yes, please
explain which questions and why.
Are there any questions you feel should be omitted from the
survey? If yes, please explain which questions and why.
Are there any questions you would change the wording on? If
yes, please explain which questions and include
recommendations for changes.
Are there any questions or topics that you feel should have
been included with this survey that were not? If yes, please
include recommendations here.
Overall, what are your feelings about this survey?
Finally, please provide any suggestions for ways this survey
could be improved for future use with teachers and other
instructional support staff for assessing beliefs related to
diversity issues in schools and classrooms.

Response Description
58% reported 5-10 minutes
17% reported 10-15 minutes
25% reported 15-20 minutes
100% answered “yes”
100% answered “no”
100% answered “no”
100% answered “no”
100% answered “no”
100% answered “no”
83% reported “mostly positive”
17% reported “neutral”
4 of the 12 participants responded to this question that
they had no suggestions to add.

The Delphi Study Procedure
Descriptive Data
Five participants were selected to complete this portion of the study. Participants include
two professors in higher education with a research focus on diversity initiatives, one instructor in
higher education with a history of working with RCELD elementary students and a research
focus on diversity and literacy, and one general education middle school Math teacher and
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doctoral student with a focus on addressing the needs of ESOL learners and the issue of
disproportionality affecting this population of student, and one bilingual middle school teacher
and doctoral student with a research focus on motivation in Mathematics for students of RCELD
backgrounds. These participants represent the variety of backgrounds for participants that were
to be selected for the Delphi Study portion of this research. Two of the participants in this study
currently work within two separate urban school districts in Central Florida. Three of the
participants in higher education work at one of the largest research universities in the nation,
serving students from all 50 states and 140 countries.
Research Findings
Table 2 shows the percentage of participant response to each of the questions asking them
to evaluate the first round of questions for the Delphi study.
Table 2: Percentage of Participant Responses Piloting First Round Delphi Questions
Question
Were the instructions for completing the Delphi study
clear?

Are there any questions you would change the wording
on? If yes, please explain which ones, recommended
changes, and why.
Are there any questions or topics that you feel should
have been included with this Delphi study of the CRT
tool that were not?
Was the layout clear and user-friendly?

Any additional comments or suggestions?

Participant Responses
2/5 participants responded with “yes”
3/5 participants stated that directions needed to be
clarified by differentiating between the survey and the
CRT tool and placing the directions in multiple places
since there were so many pages to be reviewed.
4/5 participants responded with “no”
1/5 suggested changing “students with RCELD” to
RCELD students or students of RCELD
5/5 participants responded with “no”
4/5 participants responded with “yes”
1/5 suggested that formatting for the CRT tool be
adapted to allow all quality indicators for each question
to fit on one page.
2/5 participants responded with “no:
3/5 participants suggested the following: Add an N/A
option to the survey, clarify who will participate in
completing the CRT tool, and consider taking out one of
the terms “unclear” or “ambiguous” due to redundancy
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Phase Two: Developing the Culturally Responsive Teaching Tool
The Expert Review
Descriptive Data
There were five participants that participated in the expert review. The first person
interviewed was the head of a local community youth center situated within a local urban
neighborhood. The director of the youth center is also a state certified counselor. This participant
recommended two parents to interview whose children have or still attend her youth center. The
youth center services approximately 50 children from ages five to 19 from the surrounding
neighborhoods, providing after school tutoring, all day summer care. Approximately 75% of the
students are from Haitian and Haitian American families. Nearly 5 % of the children are first
generation immigrants, while the others are second generation immigrants. Another 5% of the
students are currently in special education programs at their schools.
The last two participants were connected with an elementary school situated within an
urban neighborhood area. This school is a Title I school, with 98% of its students on free and
reduced lunch. The National Center for Education Statistics (2010) reported school demographic
data as follows: 87% Black, 4% White, and 9% Hispanic. The principal of this school was
contacted to provide a suggestion of who fit the selection criteria. The fourth participant he
suggested was the school’s family intervention specialist. The final participant was a parent that
regularly attends support group sessions at the family resource center for the school and was
suggested by the family intervention specialist.
Research Findings
Table 3 is a summary of data collected from participants with each question
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from the original tool (appendix B), as well as any additional information that was not included
with the adapted version (appendix C) of the tool: (Note: Places where there is no response listed
is due to the following: information was only confirmed or mentioned with a previous question
or the subject matter of particular questions were specifically relevant to professional school
staff.)
Table 3: Summary of Participant Responses from the Expert Review
Question
1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Quality Indicators Provided by Participants (P)
P1. Provide student outreach programs to ensure inclusion in field trips and to meet other economic
needs, i.e. winter jackets, uniforms, other supplies needs to participate in school activities.
P2. Better representation on committees of parents/families from diverse backgrounds. Better
representation in schools texts. Allow parents a voice in text book adoption. Education on parent
backgrounds to determine needs and ways to reach out. Meet people where they’re at: i.e. home visits,
understand what’s important to families during holidays. Give teachers homework to learn about the
communities and backgrounds of their students. Create decision making committees that include
representation from core students groups. Update every 4 years.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1. Consistent discipline procedures for all students, written, consequences already in place. Provide
counseling or access/partnership with clinical mental health counselors.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.Same expectations for all students regardless of ability. Provide mentoring and collaboration in
classrooms.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.Open lines of communication that includes students’ social family members. Work collaboratively
with tutors and after school care staff. Take a case management approach for each child to understand
root of the problem, using more in-depth assessment follow through.
P2.
P3. Provide release forms and space during registration to include social family members on access to
student academic and behavioral information.
P4.
P5.
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Question
6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

11.

Quality Indicators Provided by Participants (P)
P1.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.Take a case management approach including previous records and teacher notes with better
documentation; include previous teachers’ information, as well as content area teachers currently
working with students.
P2.
P3. Provide professional development for teachers on how to adapt to various personalities and
backgrounds of students and their families. Provide accountability and follow through when
leadership/administration changes within a school.
P4.
P5.
P1. Work with outside counselors for additional assistance.
P2.Teachers in K-5 are well educated in this; 6+ need more assistance. Determine if IEP is needed in
2ndary school for follow through. Foster school community and communication amongst all staff:
paras, general and special ed. teachers, across content areas, with administration
P3. Provide counseling for students and their families as a part of planning for interventions
P4.
P5. Recruit school staff to provide tutoring throughout the day: i.e. library tutoring, reading coach
providing one-on-one intervention, along with other instructional support staff.
P1.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1. Have more parental incentives. Get rid of parent/student contracts- not relevant to the parents that
the school is trying to reach.
P2.Use email or phone calls for important information rather than having students responsible for
written information. Include mentoring programs amongst students, consider in grouping strategies.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.Clear supervision and accountability
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
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Question
12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Quality Indicators Provided by Participants (P)
P1. Implement professional development for teachers on how to work with diverse students populations.
Have representatives from area neighborhoods, representing diverse student populations to provide
stories of their experiences during professional development. Provide parent incentives for coming to
school: potlucks
Be aware of parent/family literacy and language. Provide recorded voicemail in parents’ native
language. Reach out to parents to find ways to celebrate the culture of every child. Consider sharing
food from other cultures
P2.
P3.
P4.Provide forum for parent support groups on site at school. Foster an open door policy for parents;
ensure confidentiality, (anti-gossip); allow parents access to school resources regularly: i.e. provide list
of phone numbers to resources or to find answers to questions. Allow students’ daily access to the
library. Treat parents like family. Provide transportation for parents to school functions and meetings.
Provide crisis funds for families in need of supplies.
P5. Conduct parent surveys to get feedback on school issues and decisions to be made. Use
representatives from community as resources: i.e. credit union, nutrition, addiction specialists. Have a
parent/family resource center for parents for computer access and to check out games and other learning
materials for additional work with their children. Implement parent group sessions that are upbeat and
relevant to parent needs. Use survey information to determine need and parent interest. Have family
nights that foster quality family interaction within the family, as well as the school.
P1.
P2.
P3.
P4. Mentoring programs should also be implemented school wide, across grade levels.
P5.
P1.
P2. Be consistent in process. Don’t suspend for the small things. Consider reasons behind behavior:
hyperactivity, boredom. Better parent/teacher communication and partnership to solve problems. Use
language that is connecting. Attempt to learn from student. Use varied learning styles. Implement
positive rewards. Call home about good news.
P3. Celebrate various ethnic groups in school, not just “Black History” for a month. Provide
complimentary learning experiences between teachers and their students about backgrounds that
empower students.
P4.
P5.
P1.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.
P2.
P3. Behavior must be dealt with, but grades and behavior should be separate.
P4.
P5.
P1. Same expectations for students no matter the disability.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
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Question
18.

19.

20.

Other
Suggested
Strategies
and
Activities

Quality Indicators Provided by Participants (P)
P1.
P2.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1. Make learning interactive, using visuals, technology, hands on games. Make learning relevant to
students’ socio-cultural experiences
P2. Differentiate instruction in upper grades. Teachers should be more consistent to better coordinate
homework requirements.
P3.
P4.
P5.
P1.
P2. Take the child out of the atmosphere over suspension.
P3.
P4.
P5. Mentoring programs that include consistent person over time, utilizing school staff as mentors and
local community members.
P1.
P2. Summer phone calls; postcards/notes home every 3 months, birthday cards, celebrate student birthdays in
school.
P3.
P4. Specific programs to foster parent/family involvement: Parents as guest readers in classrooms, holiday parties
including parents/families/community members, Tiny Tots program, Showers for new parents. (School staff show
energized, engaging personalities, greeting parents when they pass by expressing happiness to see the parent in the
school.)
P5. Develop a sustainable relationship with families through partnering with early childhood programs for students
that will be coming into Kindergarten. Partner with adult basic education programs for parents to complete high
school diploma. Invest in the neighborhood. Look at where area crime is coming from, work towards changing the
cycle of poverty for students and their families. Other ideas: Blessing in a Basket, utilize local university
volunteers. “It takes a village.”

The Delphi Study

Descriptive Data
There were sixteen expert participants in the Delphi Study that included five general and
special education teachers, three instructional support staff, two administrators, six professors
and researchers with a focus on working with diverse student populations. Participants in the
Delphi study work in a variety of settings. Six participants work at a higher education institution,
one of the largest research universities in the nation, serving students from all 50 states and 140
countries. Eight of the participants work at an elementary school situated within an urban
neighborhood area. This school is a Title I school, with 98% of its students on free and reduced
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lunch. The National Center for Education Statistics (2010) reported school demographic data as
follows: 87% Black, 4% White, and 9% Hispanic. One participant works at a doctoral research
institution in the north-central region of the United States. Finally, one other participant is an
administrator at a local urban elementary school and a doctoral student at a research institution,
with a research focus on urban and multicultural education.
Research Findings
The following table is a summary of data collected from round one:
Table 4: Delphi Round One Feedback
Factors affecting feasibility: (50% of respondents noted the tool as “definitely feasible”;
50% noted the tool as “possibly feasible”.)
 Length-time, wording, and amount of questions may be intimidating to future
participants
 Lay out-spacing is an issue;; headings should be included with each question;
sections of the checklist aren’t relevant to all staff; “N/A” should be added to
rubric column; question format should be consistent
 Language: not appropriate for many family/community members to participate
in; may be difficult for new teachers or particular staff members to complete;
some inconsistencies in terms such as what/who makes up an instructional team;
ensure language is relevant to participants; some confusion on roles of specific
staff members listed, i.e. Reading Coach
Factors affecting importance: (67% noted the tool as “very important”; 27% noted the tool
as “important”; 6% noted the tool as slightly important.)
 Questions-some questions are redundant; some questions deter from focus on
students coming from RCELD (racial, cultural, ethnic, and linguistically diverse)
backgrounds; questions related to RTI (Response to Intervention) and PBS
(positive behavioral supports) may not be as important since RTI and PBS are
already mandated in Florida schools and could also deter from primary focus of
the tool; questions should allow for schools to include more site based needs and
initiatives
 Overall content-question of the purpose of the tool; issue with underlying
assumptions that focus on traditional roles for special education teachers; tool
should address participant beliefs, expectations, and attitudes towards students
RCELD backgrounds; some questions and quality indicators appear to support
surface level integrations of diversity and may subvert the stated intentions of
tool; disability should be included in RCELD definition; include professional
development examples and resources
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The following is a summary of the data collected from round 2:
Table 5: Delphi Round Two Feedback
Factors affecting feasibility: (57% of respondents noted the tool as “definitely feasible”;
43% noted the tool as “possibly feasible”.)
 Specific directions are needed on exactly how to complete the questionnaire and how
to use the quality indicators section to answer the questions. (a)
 The open-ended response section for each question needs to clearly specify what
participants are to do. (b)
 Language must be consistent within the answer choices to each question. (c)
 Feasibility of the tool depends on how it is presented to staff. Must have buy-in from
staff and provide guidance during completion.(d)
 Consider a rating system of 1-4 or 1-10 for answer choices, instead of multiple
choice rubric statements. (h)
Factors affecting importance: (57% noted the tool as “very important”; 43% noted the tool
as “important”.)
 Some questions, like 3 & 4 could be combined, while others, like 1 and 5 need to be
split apart. (e)
 Need to incorporate a focus on Bank's Social Action approach throughout overall
content of questionnaire. (f)
 Need to address ways to facilitate professional development and conversations
regarding individual beliefs and assumptions about racial, cultural, and linguistic
issues. (g)
 There was an even mix of participants stating that resources were either important
or not important. (i)

For the third round, participants were provided the above feedback and then asked to
address three questions based upon that feedback: (1) Are there any statements above that you
particularly agree with? (2) Are there any statements above that you particularly disagree with?
(3) Are there any final recommendations that you'd like to add? Using the letters in parenthesis
on Table 5, the following is data collected from this round:
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Table 6: Delphi Round Three Feedback
Statement
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.
Additional
Suggestions:

Agree
10
8
10
4
4
1
6
4
2
1-Still need to
shorten

Disagree
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
3
0
0

The final draft of the instrument was adapted based upon this feedback. Statements a, b, and c
were particularly important to address, as each statement was also mentioned in prior rounds.
Appendix D shows the final version of the tool to be used in future professional development
with schools and teachers on CRT.
Phase Three: Implementing the Culturally Responsive Teaching Tool
Descriptive Data
There were a total of 15 participants that participated in this phase of the study. Of the
fifteen participants, there was one administrator, four general education teachers, six special
education teachers, and four instructional support personnel. All of the participants work at the
same elementary school in a district that has been cited for disproportionate representation of
RCELD students in programs serving students with special needs. This school is a Title I school.
The Public School Review (2011) reported the student demographic information as follows: 1%
Asian, 3% Hispanic, 33% Black, 61% White, with 69% of students on free and reduced lunch.
This school has a unique history of special education programs that provides a unique
perspective to this research. This school once provided the only setting for the county’s full time
54

exceptional education classes and currently contains a center within the school that takes in
profoundly handicapped students up to age 22. Of the 52 teachers and instructional support staff
that hold full time positions, 21 specialize in working with exceptional education students.
Quantitative Findings
Common Beliefs Survey
The following table shows the reported demographic information for each of the 15
participants:
Table 7: Phase Three Demographic Information
Participant

Years
Experience

Age

Ge
nde
r

Race/
Ethnici
ty

Linguistic
Background

Religious
Affiliation

1
2

11-15
11-15

36-40
46-50

F
F

W
W

Christianity
Christianity

3
4
5
6

0-3
21+
0-3
0-3

26-30
51-55
21-25
26-30

M
F
F
F

W
W
W
W

English/French
English/some
Spanish and Sign
English
English
English/ASL
English

7

11-15

51-55

F

W

English

Christianity
Christianity
Christianity
Nonreligious
Christianity

8

5-10

26-30

F

W

English/French

Christianity

9

21+

51-55

M

W

English/French

Christianity

10

21+

51-55

F

W

English

Spiritualism

11

21+

46-50

F

W

English/Sign

Christianity

12

11-15

41-45

F

W

English

Christianity

13
14
15

5-10
16-20
0-3

31-35
56+
26-30

F
F
F

W
W
W

English
English
English

Judaism
Unitarianism
Christianity
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Common Belief Statements
Scores on the pre and post Common Beliefs Survey were analyzed using a dependent ttest and did not show a significant difference in the mean scores of participants before and after
participation in the professional development program. There was no statistically significant
difference found, as p>.05 and t=0.298. The mean score of participants for the pre survey was
30.2. The mean score for the post survey was 30.4. The following table shows the percentage of
participant response to each of the Common Belief statements. The percentages are listed
according to the total percentage of participants that agreed or strongly agreed with the statement
and the total percentage of participants that disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.
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Table 8: Participant Responses to the Common Beliefs Survey
Common Belief Statement
1. I don’t think of my students in terms of their race or ethnicity; I am
color blind when it comes to my teaching.
2. The gap in the achievement among students of different races is about
poverty, not race.
3. Teachers should adapt their instructional practice to the distinctive
cultures of African Americans, Latino, Asian, and Native American
students.
4. In some cultures, students are embarrassed to speak in front of others so
I take this into account and don’t call on these students in class.
5. When students come from homes where educational achievement is not
a high priority, they often don’t do their homework and their parents don’t
come to school events. This is lack of parental support undermines my
efforts to teach these students.
6. It is not fair to ask who are struggling with English to take on
challenging academic assignments.
7. I believe that I should reward students who try hard; even if they are not
doing well in school because building their self-esteem is important.
8. I try to keep in mind the limits of my students’ ability and give them
assignments that I know they can do so they so not become discouraged.
9. Students of different races and ethnicities often have different learning
styles and good teachers will match their instruction to these learning
styles.
10. Grouping students of different levels of achievement for instruction
may benefit some students but it can undermine the progress that could
otherwise be made by higher achieving students.
11. With all the pressures to raise student achievement, finding and using
examples for the cultural, historic and everyday lived experiences of my
students takes away valuable time from teaching and learning.
12. Before students are asked to engage in complex learning tasks, they
need to have a solid grasp of basic skills.
13. Talking about race with my colleagues could open up a can of worms;
little good is likely to come from it.

Pre Survey
73% Agreed
27% Disagreed
80% Agreed
20% Disagreed
73% Agreed
27% Disagreed

Post Survey
60% Agreed
40% Disagreed
73% Agreed
27% Disagreed
93% Agreed
7% Disagreed

40% Agreed
60% Disagreed
67% Agreed
33% Disagreed

47% Agreed
53% Disagreed
67% Agreed
33% Disagreed

13% Agreed
87% Disagreed
93% Agreed
7% Disagreed
53% Agreed
47% Disagreed
93% Agreed
7% Disagreed

13% Agreed
87% Disagreed
93% Agreed
7% Disagreed
40% Agreed
60% Disagreed
40% Agreed
60% Disagreed

53% Agreed
47% Disagreed

60% Agreed
40% Disagreed

7% Agreed
93% Disagreed

7% Agreed
93% Disagreed

64% Agreed
36% Disagreed
7% Agreed
93% Disagreed

73% Agreed
27% Disagreed
7% Agreed
93% Disagreed

Levels of Use Survey Question
Scores on the pre and post Levels of Use Survey question were analyzed using a
dependent t-test and showed a significant difference in the mean scores of participants before and
after participation in the professional development program. There was a statistically significant
difference found, as p<.05 and t=2.874. The mean score of participants for the pre survey was
1.5. The mean score for the post survey was 2.5. Table 9 shows the percentage of where
participants ranked themselves on the Levels of Use question for the pre and post surveys. Table
57

10 illustrates the difference between individual responses from the pre and post Levels of Use
survey question.
Table 9: Percentage of Participant Responses to the Levels of Use Survey
Levels of Use
0-Have little or no knowledge of what culturally responsive teaching (CRT) involves
1-Have recently received information about CRT practices and am considering how
strategies might be used in my school or classroom.
2-Have made the decision to begin implementing CRT practices in my school or
classroom, establishing a time to begin.

Pre Survey
53%
7%

Post Survey
7%
27%

0%

20%

3-Am implementing CRT practices in my school or classroom, but have had little
time to reflect and integration is mostly surface-level.
4-Am routinely using CRT practices in my school or classroom
5-Am collaborating with colleagues in order to achieve a collective impact on
students through the use of CRT practices.
6-Am examining latest developments in the research on CRT practices and have
begun exploring new strategies to use, based upon the specific needs of the students at
my school and within my classroom.

27%

13%

7%
7%

20%
13%

0%

0%

Table 10: Levels of Use Individual Pre and Post Scores
Participant

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Pre Test
LOU
Identified
0
4
3
3
3
1
0
0
0
5
3
0
0
0
0

Post Test
LOU
Identified
4
4
2
5
3
2
1
1
4
5
3
0
2
1
1

Teacher Acceptance Model
Scores on the pre and post surveys were analyzed using a dependent t-test and show a
significant difference in the mean scores of participants in three of the four areas measured
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before and after participation in the professional development program. The four areas measured
are as follows: perceived usefulness, ease of use, attitude, and intention to use. A statistically
significant difference was found for the following areas (p < .05): perceived usefulness, t = 3.117, perceived ease of use, t= -2.512, and intention to use, t= -2.256. There was not a
statistically significant difference found for the area of attitude, with p>.05 and t = -1.373.
Tables 11 and 12 show the mean scores of the four measured areas.
Table 11: Mean Scores of TAM Areas Measured
Measured Area
Perceived Usefulness
Perceived Ease of Use
Attitude
Intention to Use

Pre-Survey
Scores
5.72
4.98
5.78
5.57

Post-Survey
Scores
6.15
5.55
6.07
5.97

Table 12: Individual Mean Scores of TAM Areas Measured
Participant

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Perceived
Usefulness
Pre/Post
6/6
7/7
5.5/5.75
6.25/6.75
6/6.5
7/7
4/4.25
4/5
4/6
6/6.25
6.25/7
4/4
7/7
6.75/7
6/6.75

Perceived
Ease of Use
Pre/Post
5/5.25
6.5/6.25
3.5/4.5
6.25/6.75
5.25/6
6.5/6.25
4/4.75
4/3.5
4/6.5
5/4.5
6/6.75
4/4
5.75/6
4.75/6
4.25/6.25

Attitude
Pre/Post
6/6
7/7
5/4.67
6.67/7
6/6.33
7/7
4/4
4/5
4/7
5.33/5.33
6.67/7
4/4
7/7
7/6.67
7/7

Intention
To Use
Pre/Post
5/5.5
7/7
5/5.5
7/7
6/6
7/7
4/4.5
4/5
4/6.5
4/4
6.5/6.5
4/4
7/7
6/7
7/7

Qualitative Findings
Open-Ended Response
For the open-ended response, eleven participants responded. This included one
administrator, six special education teachers, two general education teachers, and two
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instructional support members. The responses were coded based upon reported “new” practices
that they would be implementing and “confirmed” practices that were already being
implemented within their schools and/or classrooms to support any claims regarding the degree
of impact participation in the professional development program on participants’ practices.
Findings for the two open-ended response questions are listed below:
(1) Are there any specific quality indicators from the CRT tool that you plan to implement in
your school or classroom? If yes, which ones?
Six participants included new practices that they plan to implement within their school or
classroom. Four participants listed confirmed practices, or practices that are already being
implemented within their school or classroom. One participant responded with “not sure at this
time”. The following table is a summary of new or confirmed practices included in participant
responses to this question:
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Table 13: Summary of Practices from Participants’ Response
New Practices
 “I would like to concentrate on parent/family
involvement in the educational process of their
child.”
 “We are struggling to with how to have our
parents involved in the problem solving
process. Time is what we need more of. I would
like to include parents in the [RTI] process
more.”
 “Meeting with parents in the community is a
great idea. Often our parents have not had
pleasant school experiences and may be
reluctant to come to the school.”
 “I would like to work on enlarging our peer
tutoring program.”
 “Positive behavioral interventions, consistent
discipline expectations, systematic use of
curriculum based assessment.”
 “School staff validates students’ cultural
identities in classroom practices (understands
and integrates students’ family makeup,
immigration history and experiences, individual
concerns, strengths, talents and interests into
the curriculum; utilizes students’ native
language resources.)”
 “Include PBS and Social Skills Instruction as a
part of my daily routine with reading groups.”
 “I would like to be more culturally aware
during large group academic times. Am I
calling certain students more than others?”

Confirmed Practices
 “Our PBS is exemplary and school wide
expectations ensure that all students are treated
equally and fairly.”
 “Yes, we are discussing the logistics of
including parents in discussions during our
problem solving process.”
 “We already use [a program that centers on
building relationships with our students].”
 “Yes, excessive absences or family mobility are
discussed by the instructional team with
detailed and incisive analysis of the impact on
the continuity of general education classroom
instruction for the RCELD students, and
recommendations on how to minimize the
instructional impact in the future.”

(2) Create a three to five step action plan for implementing one or more of the quality indicators
you plan on implementing from the above question.
The action plans recorded by participants ranged from general to specific plans. While
considering whether or not the action plans incorporated “new practices” or “confirmed
practices”, the action plans were also tallied based on specific culturally responsive themes or
specific quality indicators that were identified in the CRT tool.
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Table 14: Summary of Participant Action Plan Responses
New Practices
 Four participant action plans focused on plans
for overall parent/family involvement in school
processes, such as: RTI, PBS, absenteeism,
homework, building positive parent-teacher and
parent-child interactions, stronger parentteacher collaboration with parents of ESE
students.
 Two participant action plans included specific
quality indicators from the CRT tool to support
PBS implementation within their school.
 Three participant action plans focused on
building a classroom environment based on
CRT strategies to enhance teacher-student and
student-student relationships.
 One participant action plan focused on specific
CRT strategies for incorporating students’
cultures into the curriculum
 One participant action plan focused on
collaborating with instructional support staff to
analyze and reflect on potentially biased
behaviors during whole class instruction.

Confirmed Practices
 One participant set up an action plan based
upon PBS strategies already in place at the
school site.

Interviews
For the interviews, five participants agreed to be interviewed. This included one
administrator, two instructional support staff, one general education teacher, and one special
education teacher.Interview responses were coded for responses related to beliefs and practices.
These themes were analyzed with results from the open ended responses, as well as the surveys.
The summary of findings for participant responses related to beliefs and practices, from five
structured interview questions are listed below:
(1) How do you feel participation in the professional development module impacted your beliefs
about working with students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds?
(2) How do you feel participation in the professional development module will impact your
practice in working with students from culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds?
(3) What, if any, activities, (i.e. the surveys, the questionnaire, the ppt.) from the module was
most effective in impacting your beliefs? Why?
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(4) What, if any, activities (i.e. the surveys, the questionnaire, the ppt.) from the module, do you
feel will impact your practice? In what ways? Why? What strategies do you intend to use?
(5) Were there any items on the survey, Ppt., or questionnaire that you found to be unhelpful in
addressing issues related to your beliefs and culturally responsive practice?
Table 15: Summary of Interview Themes for Beliefs and Practice
Participant

Beliefs

Practice

2

Beliefs were confirmed. The module
information helped clarify my responses to the
pre and post surveys.

“The questions made me reflect on a more personal
level. I’m more aware and sensitive [about my
practice.”

5

Stated that beliefs were supported to help to
think more deeply. “I don’t reflect as much as I
should. Made me question more about what I do
in my classroom.”

“I’m going to reflect more. I get overloaded. It was
good to check off and assess what I was doing. I
need to be more collaborative and reflective.”

9

Prior beliefs were confirmed. Stated that beliefs
have been developed through prior life
experiences.

“I would like to see this used with newer teachers. It
presents [strategies] in an easy to understand format
when they haven’t had the life experiences.”

10

Beliefs were validated. The pre and post survey
responses didn’t change much.

Confirmed the need to reflect more. “I need
reminders to keep from bad behaviors and old
habits that can be comfortable to fall back into.”

14

Beliefs were confirmed due to already working
in a diverse school. However, stated that, “It
made me think about some things I need to do.”

Focused on wanting to implement strategies to get
the community involved and hold parent meetings
in community places. “The biggest piece I got from
this was how to enhance parent involvement
through using local community resources.”

Additional findings from the interviews gave insight into how to enhance the professional
development program to support more meaningful outcomes for participants. During the
interviews, it was realized that unless participants had printed out their survey responses or the
CRT tool, they didn’t have the material to refer back to reflect and provide more detailed
responses to the interview questions. Two of the interview participants mentioned the need for
the program to be completed with a facilitator, allowing for group discussions on the topics. One
participant stressed the need for ongoing, follow up support for the strategies listed on the CRT
tool, so that the specific needs of individual teachers and staff could be addressed and supported.
Two participants also mentioned the need to have the whole staff involved in the professional
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development so that everyone would be on the “same page”. Finally, it was suggested by one
participant to clarify the place the exceptional student description has in the diversity component.
Conclusion
The findings listed in this chapter from each of the three phases of this research will be
synthesized and discussed in the next chapter: Phase one, piloting two of the instruments that
were used in phases one and two of this research; Phase two, developing the culturally
responsive teaching (CRT) tool; Phase three, a mixed methods case study designed for
implementing and evaluating the CRT tool in the context of a professional development module.
Findings were listed in sequential order, as findings from phase one led to decisions made for
phase two, and findings from phase two led to decisions for phase three. Chapter five will
discuss conclusions from these findings as well as implications for future research to improve the
CRT for use in other professional development programs with a focus on culturally responsive
teaching.
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CHAPTER FIVE: CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSION, AND SUGGESTIONS FOR
FUTURE RESEARCH
Summary
Conducted in three phases, the intent of this research was to design and implement a userfriendly, culturally responsive tool to encourage culturally responsive practices in schools and
classrooms in hopes of addressing the achievement gap and disproportionality in education. Each
phase built upon the last. The intent of phase one was to pilot two of the instruments that would
be used in the second and final stages of the research, to ensure content and construct validity of
those tools. The two instruments piloted were The Common Beliefs Survey tool and the first
round of questions for the Delphi study. Although The Common Beliefs Survey tool had already
been developed and validated by the Southern Poverty Law Centers Teaching Diverse Students
Initiative, due to a few changes made to the tool, it needed to be piloted with those changes in
place to ensure those changes did not affect the validity of the tool.
Phase two centered on the development of a culturally responsive tool to be used in a
professional development program with school staff members. The following questions were the
center of this phase of the research: (1) Does the tool adequately address the key components of
culturally responsive practice, according to expert participants in a Delphi study and an expert
review?(2) What are the factors in the design and layout of the tool affecting usability, according
to expert participants in a Delphi study? The address the first question, an expert review to
illicit the perspectives of expert parent, family, and community members representing students
from RCELD backgrounds was conducted for a content analysis of the tool. Then, a Delphi
study procedure was followed to answer both questions one and two above.
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During each of the three rounds of the Delphi study, participants were provided with their
own feedback, as well as the feedback from other participants and given the opportunity to
confirm, change, or add new perspectives and comments on the tool. Precedence was given to
the suggestions from the expert review, as changes were begin made based upon participant
feedback. Once the final round of the Delphi study was completed, the final version of the tool
(appendix D) was drawn up to be included in phase three of this research.
The goal of phase three was to address the overarching research question of this entire
study: To what degree does the use of a culturally responsive tool impact the beliefs and practice
of schools and school staff related to culturally responsive teaching? To answer this research
question, a mixed-method, case study design was implemented with 15 participants from an
elementary school in a county that has been cited for disproportionality. The participants
included an administrator, general and special education teachers, as well as other instructional
support staff. Quantitative data to assess the degree of impact the use of the CRT tool within the
context of professional development had on participants’ beliefs and practices, was gathered
through the use of pre and post surveys. The Common Beliefs Survey tool was used to asses
beliefs, the Levels of Use survey tool was used to analyze level of implementation, and the
Teacher Acceptance Model was used to assess intentions to use the strategies introduced through
the CRT tool and the professional development program. Results were analyzed using dependent
t test to measure the statistical significance of all three surveys.
The Qualitative data to assess the degree of impact the use of the CRT tool within the
context of professional development had on participants’ beliefs and practices, was gathered
through open-ended response questions imbedded within the CRT tool and follow-up interviews
with five of the 15 participants. Results for the open-ended response questions were coded
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according to reported “new practices” and reported “confirmed practices” to support any claims
that the use of the CRT tool during the professional development had an impact on participants’
reported practices. The results from the interviews were coded for responses related to beliefs
and content related to practice. This qualitative data provides support for findings from the
quantitative portion of this phase of the study.
Conclusions
Phase One: Piloting the Instruments
The Common Beliefs Survey Tool
Findings from piloting The Common Beliefs Survey Tool indicated that there were no
issues reported from the participants that needed to be addressed, considering the changes made
by shortening the answer response scale from 1-6, to 1-4 and adding the questions pertaining to
demographic information. The majority of participants reported “mostly positive” feelings about
completing the survey, with one participant reporting feeling “neutral”. Due to these findings,
there were no additional changes made to the version of The Common Beliefs Survey tool
introduced in this research (appendix E).
The Delphi Study Procedure
The main consensus of findings from piloting the first round of the Delphi study
questions was the need to clarify the instructions for reviewing the CRT tool, as well as
completing the survey evaluating and analyzing the tool. Suggestions regarding the need to
clarify instructions included the need to clarify who would ultimately be using the CRT tool
when it would be implemented within the context of a professional development program.
Overall, participants reported their approval of the content of both the evaluation questions and
the CRT tool; however, a few suggestions were made regarding formatting and language. Due to
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the amount of text and information presented in the CRT tool, it was suggested to reformat the
quality indicators to ensure that everything related to the critical questions being addressed were
able to be viewed on the same page. The phrase “students with RCELD” was also suggested to
be changed to either “students of RCELD” or “RCELD students”. It was reported that the phrase
used initially led participants to feel that the acronym “RCELD” held a negative stigma, rather
than a positive description.
Phase Two: Developing the Culturally Responsive Teaching Tool
The Expert Review
All five participants in the expert review shared positive feelings about the importance of
the tool and confirmed much of its content. There were no questions or critical quality indicators
that participants felt needed to be omitted, however, there were several that participants
suggested needed to be clarified, included, or rephrased to provide more specific examples of
strategies for implementing more CRT for the benefit of RCELD students and their families.
Table 3 shows the specific suggestions participants had for each of the questions on the initial
version of the tool. These suggestions were reviewed to combine repetitious information,
compare any discrepancies within participant suggestions, summarize key ideas presented by
participants, and omit information as suggested by participants. Changes were made to the tool,
based upon the data collected. The adapted version of the tool was presented to participants in
the Delphi Study procedure.
The Delphi Study
Appendices B, C, and D show the progress of changes made to the CRT tool based upon
feedback collected from both the expert review and the Delphi study. One of the key issues
reported by participants that affected feasibility or usability of the tool was the length and layout
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of the tool. Eventually, based upon continued feedback from each of the three rounds, the
questions were condensed from the initial 20, to ten. The quality indicators were analyzed
multiple times to reorganized based on question themes and what content could be combined.
Feedback related to the level of importance of content in the tool was also analyzed to help
condense the amount of text and questions addressed. The consensus on what questions were
most important helped to prioritize which questions needed to be kept in their original format,
and which ones could be omitted from the initial version of the CRT tool.
Other factors that participants reported that needed to be considered was the directions
for completing the tool. Several participants noted concerns that they weren’t sure how the
quality indicators were to be used to answer the questions. The final version of the tool
(appendix D) reflects those concerns. Another important issue brought up by participants was
how to engage individuals that would be completing the CRT tool in the context of a
professional development program, into deeper levels of understanding about diversity. Much of
this would have to be addressed by the way the use of the CRT tool would be facilitated within
professional development. Overall, each participant reported the tool to be either “important or
very important” and “definitely feasible” or “possibly feasible”.
Phase Three: Implementing the Culturally Responsive Teaching Tool
Quantitative
Quantitative findings indicated that there was no statistically significant difference
between the pre and post scores of participants related to beliefs, from The Common Beliefs
Survey tool. The measure of attitude within the Teacher Acceptance Model supported these
findings, as this section also indicated no statistically significant difference between the pre and
post scores in this area. There were however, statistically significant data indicated from the pre
69

and post scores of the Levels of Use survey and the following areas measured by the Teacher
Acceptance Model: perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, and intentions to use. While
quantitative scores did not show an impact in participant beliefs, overall quantitative scores do
show an impact in participants reported practice or intentions to use practices associated with
culturally responsive teaching as introduced in the CRT tool.
Qualitative
Qualitative data supported the quantitative findings. All of the interview participants
reported that rather than seeing a change in their beliefs due to participation in the professional
development, beliefs were confirmed, validated, or supported by the strategies presented. Also
supporting the quantitative findings, there were differences reported in practice in the qualitative
data. For the open ended response questions, the majority of participants reported new practices
they plan on implementing and specific strategies were also reported in their action plans for
implementing strategies from the CRT within their school or classroom. Furthermore, while the
interviews reported little difference in beliefs, participants did site specific strategies that they
would implement that they hadn’t considered before, or renewed practices related to selfreflection that they wanted to implement. Practices associated with finding more effective ways
to facilitate the involvement of RCELD parents and families into school processes was most
commonly reported. Other practices included strategies for implementing culturally responsive
curriculum, fostering a more culturally responsive classroom environment, and building a culture
of reflection.
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Discussion
Rationale for the CRT Tool
The CRT tool is designed to be instructive for teachers, as well as to provide guidance for
ways to more effectively instruct their students. Davis and Krajcik (2005) use the term educative
curriculum materials to describe materials that “help to increase teachers' knowledge in specific
instances of instructional decision making but also help them develop more general knowledge
that they can apply flexibly in new situations,”(p. 3). This tool is intended to be a fluid document
that involves people at various levels within the school systems: general education teachers,
special education teachers, administration, instructional support staff, parents, family, and related
community members of RCELD students. It is intended to promote a way of thinking, as well as
a means of practice.
Petrina (2004) argues that education at any level is a political process. He continues by
stating that in order to create curriculum materials intended to marry the worlds of theory, policy,
curriculum design and practice that bring about reforms in education, a critical curriculum
reform rationale should be adopted. As with critical pedagogy, critical curriculum reform
rationale recognizes inequitable power structures that privilege certain voices over others. In line
with Klinger et al. (2005), including the voices of policy makers, practitioners, and stakeholders
provide opportunities for a more equitable approach to enacting curriculum reforms. Following
an adapted model used by Feildler, Chiang, Van Haren, Jorgensen, Halberg, and Boreson
(2008)to create their tool to address disproportionality, this CRT tool has and will continue to go
through several stages of development; each stage involving voices at various levels within the
education system.
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The initial version of the CRT tool was created from several resources. The template
began from Feildler et al.’s (2008) work. Through an extensive review of the literature related to
culturally responsive teaching, policy affecting disproportionality in education, and the merger of
Lue Stewart’s (2009) inventory and Considerations for Culturally Responsive Teaching, this tool
was analyzed, edited, adapted, and expanded.
Limitations/Delimitations
The process of attending to both the educational and socio-cultural dimension within the
teaching-learning dynamic involving any instructional tool, calls for an engaged pedagogy
(Hooks, 1994). This type of “engaged pedagogy” (Hooks, 1994) can only be developed through
a stance of inquiry (Cochran-Smith, 2004), rather than a set of “best practices”. It involves a
humble stance where one is willing to dialogue and share decision-making power with all of
those involved in our students’ development as individuals, and as members and contributors to
our communities (Sleeter, 2004). Therefore, the author cautions the use of the CRT tool as a
“quick fix” approach to addressing the complex issues of the achievement gap and
disproportionality.
For the three phases of this study, the hope is that a model tool for professional
development can be implemented that encourages this “stance of inquiry”, over a staunch list of
do’s and don’ts related to culturally responsive teaching. The goal is that administrators,
teachers, and students and their parents, families, and related community members become
involved in a broader view of the learning process, that involves reflective and reflexive praxis,
(Duarte & Fitzgerald, 2006; Slattery, 2006). The process involved with creating and using the
CRT tool seeks to empower the school community to enact changes addressing the specific
needs of their student population (Klinger et al., 2005). Furthermore, the intended purpose of the
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tool is more to help educators engage in reflective practice. It is not to be used as a punitive
evaluative measure for schools and teachers who are not addressing all of the quality indicators
listed. It is crucial that authority figures at the state, district, and school levels understand the
inherent purpose of the tool as discussed here.
Phase Two: Developing the CRT Tool
The data collection process in this study indicated findings and recommendations for
ways to enhance this tool for future professional development practice from its initial format
(appendix B) to the final format used in phase three (appendix D). The following questions were
addressed: Does the tool adequately address the key components of culturally responsive
practice, according to expert participants in a Delphi study and an expert review? What are the
factors in the design and layout of the tool affecting usability, according to expert participants in
a Delphi study? Once all the recommendations were addressed, there was more than 80%
consensus reached that the tool was feasible and important. However, the specific
recommendations offered by participants in both studies, helped to refine the tool so that it is
more user-friendly and addresses more than just a surface level of diversity (Banks, 2007;
Bennett, 2003; Delpit, 2006). Garcia & Guerra (2004) and Weiner’s (2006) work both address
the need to view RCELD students and their families as assets. Many of their suggestions about
dispositions and strategies for fostering a school environment that treats diverse students and
their families as assets were reiterated by both the parent and community experts in the first
review, as well as the experts in the Delphi study.
There was one area of discrepancy between the literature, feedback from the expert
review, and feedback from one participant in the Delphi study. Banks (2007) addresses the four
levels of multicultural curriculum reform: Contributions Approach, Additive Approach,
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Transformation Approach, and Social Action Approach. Although Banks (2007) argues that all
of the approaches are important at various levels of curricular reform, some argue that only the
last two of his approaches are able to bring about meaningful change. These researchers argue
that a more critical look at the role of race and culture in teaching and learning needs to happen
before educators can truly address the inequities occurring in education (Gorey, 2009; Kraft,
2007; Ladson-Billings, 1995, 2007; Moll, et.al., 2005; Schofield, 2007; Seidl & Pugach, 2009;
Shealy, 2006; Sleeter, 2001, Stevenson, 2008.)
In line with these researchers, a few of the expert participants in the Delphi study
criticized question one from the first version of the tool: Does the school culture support and
celebrate diversity and view students of RCELD (racial, cultural, ethnic and linguistic diversity)
as assets? Their criticism expressed concerns that this question allowed teachers and schools to
continue addressing diversity issues on a surface level, which can actually be a detriment to the
development of CRT in schools (Jay, 2003). However, all of the parent and community
participants in the expert review had recommendations confirming the importance of celebrating
these “surface level”, cultural contributions regularly at school. While it is agreed that deeper
conversations and critical thinking must occur to break the inequitable structures that exist in our
schools, I also agree with Bank’s (2007) assertion that all levels of reform are important and
useful. With these two conflicting ideas, I chose to keep the surface level suggestions that those
in the expert review shared, while including the need for professional development to address the
Transformation and Social Action Approaches as well.
Data from phase two led to recommendations that the final version of the tool be piloted
for use as intended, within the context of professional development addressing culturally
responsive practices in schools. It was also recommended that a more flexible approach to the
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tool would be used, as necessary to address the specific needs of each school site. In line with
one of the major priorities driving this study, parent and community voices at each particular
school site should be included in the development and completion of this questionnaire in order
to include what is most meaningful to the particular socio-cultural contexts of each setting. It
would be interesting to see ways the tool could be adapted for the needs of several school sites
and compare strategies that appear to be generalizable, with those that are more contex-specific.
While the intent is to provide a practical, succinct, user-friendly tool to introduce
participants to culturally responsive strategies, the instrument should also be considered as a
means of revealing deeper issues that may be addressed at each school site. Once those deeper
issues are identified, more professional development and mediated experiences will need to be
facilitated to address issues of power, race, culture, language, ethnicity in creating a more
equitable educational experience for our students and their families (Seidl & Pugach, 2009).
Phase Three: Implementing and Evaluating the Culturally Responsive Tool
Beliefs
Findings from both quantitative and qualitative findings showed that the use of the CRT
tool within the professional development program had relatively no impact on participants’
beliefs. All of the interview participants reported that rather than having a change in their beliefs
as a result of completing the professional development program, their beliefs were confirmed and
supported. Three of the interview participants mentioned life experiences and the history of
working in their school, which has a strong focus on diversity, especially on meeting the
individual needs of students with special needs. The benefit of having a school with such a
strong history of working with diverse students participate in this research is the unique
perspectives participants were able to provide on the components of the CRT tool.
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Many of the participants fit the expert criteria from the Delphi study in phase two.
Findings from phase two led to recommendations to pilot the CRT in the context of a
professional development module, not only to answer the research question: To what degree does
the use of a CRT tool in professional development impact the beliefs and practices of teachers?
But, also to address ways to enhance the tool for the specific needs of school sites, which was
discussed in the “Rationale for the CRT tool” section of this chapter (p.69).
Research on the Concerns Based Adoption Model stresses the need for extended ongoing
support if professional development is to bring about meaningful reform in participants’ beliefs
and practices (Frank, 2009; Loucks-Horsley, 1996). Three of the interview participants discussed
the need for facilitation and extended support for helping school staff members implement the
practices addressed in the CRT tool. For school staff members that were not already
characterized by having dispositions toward diversity, the CRT tool would need to be
implemented within the context of mediated discussions about race and culture, opportunities for
authentic experiences spending time with and learning about unfamiliar cultures represented
within the community, and ongoing professional development and resources for implementing
these practices within their schools and classrooms (Seidle & Pugach, 2009). Change in beliefs
can be difficult and uncomfortable. Our beliefs are deeply embedded in the history of our family,
personal experiences, and the various areas of our unique culture and traditions (Applebaum,
2008; Aveling, 2006; Bennett, 2003; Cross, 2003; Giroux, 2001; Hooks, 1994; Jay, 2003; North,
2009; Mitchell, 2007; Sleeter, 2001; Slattery, 2006).
Practices
Findings from both quantitative and qualitative findings showed that the use of the CRT
tool within the professional development program had a significant impact on participants’ self76

reported practices and intentions to use the culturally responsive strategies addressed by the CRT
tool. The majority of participants reported new practices and specific strategies from the CRT
tool that they plan on implementing that they hadn’t considered before, or reported a renewed
commitment to practices related to self-reflection that they wanted to implement. Practices
associated with finding more effective ways to facilitate the involvement of RCELD parents and
families into school processes was most commonly reported. Other practices included strategies
for implementing culturally responsive curriculum, fostering a more culturally responsive
classroom environment, and building a culture of reflection.
However, this is where the CBAM research is again relevant. In order to ensure the
implementation of such practices, extended ongoing support is needed (Frank, 2009; LoucksHorsley, 1996; Seidl & Pugach, 2009). While the Teacher Acceptance Model (TAM) showed an
overall increase in participants’ perceptions regarding the perceived usefulness, ease of use, and
intentions to use from the pre survey to the post survey, several individual responses to specific
questions on the TAM survey related to ease of use suggest the need for resource support and
ongoing professional development training in strategies that can be implemented within the
specific content of their day to day lesson plans.
One positive factor from this research, however, that supports the claim that participation
in the professional development program using the CRT tool will affect future practice, was the
evidence of administrator support for implementing many of the suggested strategies in the CRT
tool. Specific goals and strategies were stated by this participant in order to increase and
enhance the involvement of the parents and family members of RCELD in school processes. The
work of Provost, Boscardin, and Wells (2010) presents principles for principal leadership that
aligns with the models of site-based management and instructional leadership that support
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educational reform. While collaboration and shared leadership amongst an entire school faculty
and staff is important for reform, the role of the administrator is significant.

Suggestions for Practice and Future Research
Based upon the findings from each of the three phases of this research, suggestions for
phases one and two include suggestions for enhancing the research procedures. Suggestions for
phase three will include suggestions for enhancing the research procedures, as well as enhancing
practice, as evidenced by the findings from this portion of the research. As with any research
process, there are limitations to the design method that is chosen, as well as limits to what can be
deemed as generalizable findings. The case study design in phase three, does not allow for
claims of generalizability; however, implications for ways to improve educational practice, based
upon similar settings can and are addressed.
Phase One: Piloting the Instruments
The Common Beliefs Survey
Piloting the Common Beliefs Survey tool was done completely via email and online
survey. Due to time limitations, participants that completed the review of this instrument did not
provide detailed responses on ways to enhance the tool. Also, participants were not required to
turn in a copy of the Common Beliefs Survey they were asked to complete and evaluation.
Recommendations for enhancing this portion of the research would include the following: (1)
Include specific directions to have participants complete and turn in their responses to the
Common Beliefs Survey that they are being asked to review and evaluate. It is important that
participants completed the survey to ensure that their responses evaluating the tool were
meaningful. The process completed in this portion of this study, did not provide proof that each
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participant fully completed the Common Beliefs Survey before answering the evaluation
questions. (2) If possible, have participants complete the Common Beliefs Survey tool and the
evaluation questionnaire in person, with a facilitator. Permission and time was not given to allow
for this review to be done in person, however results could be more verifiable if done with a
facilitator. (3) Finally, require a response to the open-ended response questions on the
questionnaire evaluating the tool. Participants were not required to answer any of the open-ended
response questions, which would have certainly encouraged more detailed responses.
The Delphi Study
The Delphi study process itself takes a significant amount of time. It is not possible to
pilot every question presented in every round, nor is it required. Taylor-Powell (2002)
recommends pre-testing the questionnaire for the first round of the Delphi study to ensure proper
wording and that any ambiguities or vagueness have been addressed. Because the questionnaire
was being developed solely by the researcher, it was important to have the content reviewed by
similar experts in the field to be sure the questions were addressing the goal of the Delphi Study.
Two of the participants reviewing the first round of Delphi study questions at first, responded as
a Delphi participant, rather than a reviewer addressing the questions. This confusion was
addressed over the course of a few emails. Suggestions for avoiding this discrepancy in future
studies would be to send an introductory email requesting participation. Then, provide an initial
phone call or face to face meeting to go over the purpose of the Delphi study and the role you are
asking them to fill to review the first set of Delphi questions.
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Phase Two: Developing the Culturally Responsive Tool
The Expert Review
The participants in this portion of the study provided valuable feedback on the tool. Each
of the five participants represented students that lived and attended schools within relatively the
same neighborhood area. All participants were African-American. The acronym RCELD
addresses diverse racial, cultural, ethnic, and linguistic student populations. I would recommend
for future practiced, as time allows, that a more diverse group of participants be included in the
expert review. Planning focus group sessions at various local community centers and schools
ensuring that parents, family, and community members from RCELD groups of individuals
could possibly provide the opportunity for other perspectives to be considered that were not in
this study. Specifically, when working with participants whose first language is not English,
planning for a translator is important. The timeline for this research, did not allow for such an in
depth review. Future research could focus solely on the expert review portion of this study to
include the voices of policy makers, practitioners, and stakeholders provide opportunities for a
more equitable approach to enacting curriculum reforms (Klinger et al., 2005).
The Delphi Study
The three rounds of the Delphi study, including 16 participants took an extensive amount
of time. While the initial planning stages of this portion of the study was to allow a total of two
months to complete all three rounds, based on the suggestion of Turoff and Linstone (2002) and
Hsu and Sandford (2007), participants should be provided enough time to provide meaningful
feedback for each round and a limited time, so the pitfalls of having each succeeding round fall
out of the perimeters of participants’ short term memories. A maximum of two weeks was given
to participants to complete each round of responses; however, to prevent attrition, a significant
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amount of additional time was given to participants after the two week deadline. This stretched
the timeline from two months to nearly five months. I would recommend having more
participants initially to allow room for attrition in order to keep to important deadlines.
Another issue to be addressed in future research using this method, which related to the
timeline issue, was that each round of feedback required more time on the part of participants to
complete. It was predicted that each questionnaire would take up to 30 minutes, when
participants reported up to an hour to an hour and a half to review the information thoroughly
and provide meaningful feedback. In the future, I would recommend that the initial
questionnaires be condensed with the goal of shortening the time required of participants.
Allowing for more open-ended responses encouraged more in depth feedback, which although
took more time to review, provided opportunities for shared perspectives that would not have
been included if only quantitative questions were used. The nature of the questionnaires could be
adapted to only include qualitative or quantitative responses, depending upon the goal of the
researcher using this method.
Phase Three: Implementing and Evaluating the Tool
Quantitative Procedures
For future research using the survey tools, the Common Beliefs Survey, the Levels of Use
survey, and the TAM measure, some changes are suggested. The results from the Common
Beliefs Survey showed no statistically significant difference in the scores between the pre and
post survey. I would recommend that the initial response options offered by the Southern Poverty
Law Center’s Teaching Diverse Students Initiative be used, to allow for neutral responses, as
well as open-ended response. This change might encourage a broader range of responses. Also,
based upon feedback within the interviews, it seemed as though some participants were trying to
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find the “right” answer. The correct response to each of the statements, based upon the
instruction provided by modules on the Southern Poverty Law Centers Teaching Diverse
Students Initiative, would be for participants disagree or fall neutral to each of the statements,
based upon the complexity surrounding each of the belief statements. Most participants however,
agreed with most statements, and there was no consistency between agreement and disagreement
between the two pre and post test responses. In fact, many participants changed beliefs from
disagreement to agreement from the pre and post measures.
Even though the piloting of the instrument in phase one initially confirmed construct and
content validity, findings from this final phase of the research, has put that into question, as the
Common Beliefs Survey tool may not adequately measure beliefs specifically addressed in the
professional development program. I would recommend that either the professional development
program utilize some of the resources related to each of the belief statements offered by the
Southern Poverty Law Center’s Teaching Diverse Students Initiative, or another measure for
beliefs be used, such as the The Multicultural Assessment Items offered by Dettmer, Thurston,
Knackendoffel, and Dyck (2009) (appendix K).
Other suggestions on the quantitative portion of the research procedures involve the
Levels of Use Survey. The Levels of Use Survey is a part of the Concerns Based Adoption Model

(CBAM) which is used to assess level of practice and implementation. The framework for
CBAM, when used holistically, includes three areas for measuring implementation of practices
participants have been trained to use in professional development over time so that facilitators
can provide ongoing support for changes implemented (Frank, 2009). The three areas measured
are Stages of Concern, Levels of Use, and Innovation Configurations.
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Due to the design and limited timeline available for this study, the Levels of Use Survey was
used to assess where participants identified themselves on the survey. Appendix F shows general
descriptions of the seven levels. The Levels of Use Survey also includes an interview sequence
component (appendix G). For future research, I would recommend the use of the Levels of Use
survey, as well as the interview sequence for studies that allow for a longer time frame of
completion. It would be interesting to conduct a separate study using all three areas of the
CBAM as both a formative and summative assessment tool to address participants’ level of
implementation.
Qualitative Procedures
For the open-ended response questions, participants were asked to list specific strategies
from the CRT tool that they will implement and to create a three to five step action plan for
implementing those strategies. Research shows that when participants create a plan of action,
they are more likely to implement those practices on their own in the future (Hoffman, Dahlman,
Zierdt, 2009). The action plan possible in this research, however, was limited due to the scope
and limited timeframe for completing this portion of the study. For future research opportunities,
it is recommended that directions for completing a more integrated action plan of the strategies
listed with the current curriculum available at the school site be included in this portion of the
qualitative study.
The interviews were conducted via phone, through five structured interview questions. If
possible, it is recommended that the interviews occur face to face to allow more time response
time, as well as to ensure that participants could respond base upon the materials included in the
professional development program. Some of the participant responses were limited, because of
the participant’s lack of immediate access to the materials used in the program.
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Addressing Beliefs and Practice
Both quantitative and qualitative data indicated no statistically significant difference in
the pre and post scores of the Common Beliefs Survey tool, as well as the area measuring
attitude in the TAM measure. Because of the background experiences of participants, beliefs and
attitudes were reported as confirmed, rather than changed. It is suggested that future research be
done with a broader range of schools in different settings, particularly in schools where student
populations are not as high in diversity. Furthermore, in order to impact beliefs of future
participants that do not hold similar dispositions toward diversity, there is much to be considered.
The concept of Cognitive Dissonance (Lidwell, Holden, & Butler, 2010) is an important
one for educators to consider as they seek to change teacher and other school staffs’ attitudes and
beliefs related to diversity. When people are faced with dissonance they will seek to resolve the
dissonance by minimizing the perceived risk of the dissonance, integrating more agreeable or
“comfortable” ideas with the dissonant ones, or disregarding them altogether. Lidwell et al.
(2010) advises that that the “probability of changing attitudes and beliefs [relies on the] critical
point known as the point of minimum justification. Often times, those educators passionate about
issues such as the achievement gap and disproportionality, as well as other inequitable
educational consequences many RCELD students experience, can bombard pre-service teachers
with too many dissonant thoughts that challenge previous beliefs and attitudes about difference
and diversity. As teacher educators seek to engage in difficult or dissonant dialogues with school
staff, they must consider this concept if they are to affect change in both beliefs and practice,
beyond surface level integrations of diversity in K-12 school and classroom level multicultural
education programs, which can negate the very purpose of such programs (Jay, 2003).

84

There was a statistically significant difference found in both quantitative and qualitative
findings measuring the impact of the use of the CRT tool in a professional development program,
on participants’ practice. It can’t be understated, that in order for sustainable, meaningful
curricular reforms to occur, there must be facilitated discussions and long-term follow-up during
and after implementing professional development. Future research suggestions include follow up
studies with this particular school, for longitudinal design, that includes facilitation and follow
up. Qualitative studies specifically analyzing mediated discussions with participants regarding
issues of race, culture, ethnicity, and language in schools, could provide rich insights into the
way discussions are mediated, and how these discussions might affect practice.
Final Thoughts
The end result of the three phases of this research, led to the development,
implementation, and evaluation of a culturally responsive tool to be used in professional
development with school staff members to encourage CRT practice as a means of addressing the
achievement gap and disproportionality in education. While the intent was to create a userfriendly tool for participants to use to encourage reflection and change in practice, there is
certainly no quick, easy fix to addressing these issues. It takes a long-term commitment to issues
of social justice in education to find useful and meaningful ways to address the inequitable
structures and belief cycles that contribute to issues such as the achievement gap and
disproportionality.
It is important to note that the school is only one setting for change. There are other,
larger societal structures at work contributing to the devaluation of difference. Professional
development is one means of addressing these issues. In order to affect change outside the school
system, as well as within, collaboration with local and state community leaders and institutions is
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also crucial. Each school setting and community has its own context. Seeking the voices of
parents and families within the local community is also important. The process of reform is
multifaceted and is rarely, if ever, an exact science. The effort put forth in this research was to
provide one means of facilitating practices that lead to reform. It is the hope of the researcher,
that the culturally responsive tool presented continues to adapt and change for the specific needs
of schools, classrooms, and individual students and their families, in the same way that we, as
transformative intellectuals and culturally responsive educators must continue to adapt and
change for the specific needs of our schools, classrooms, and individual students and their
families.
The Role of the Researcher
It is difficult, if not impossible, to separate the human element out when conducting
research, especially when qualitative procedures are involved. Through the multiple phases of
this research, there were at times decisions that had to be made based solely on the preference
and lens of the researcher and then the limitations and delimitations of those decisions also had
to be addressed. I approached this research with 10 years experiences in education. The first
eight years involved teaching in grades K-3 and the latter three involved coaching, mentoring,
and research roles in teacher preparation programs. My first year teaching was a struggle for me
as I started teaching in the middle of the year, with a group of first grade students that had
experienced too much transition and hardship, as I was the fourth teacher to be assigned to their
class that year. This beautiful, diverse group of students consisted of several students with
emotional behavioral disorders and various learning disabilities, with the majority coming from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds.
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I was at a loss and considered leaving them with a fifth new teacher, until I discovered,
through trial and error, and a touch of prior familial background experiences, some valuable
lessons. First, I had to find a way to step over my fears of the many angry parents and family
members and find ways to connect and collaborate with them on behalf of their child. Second, I
had to take ownership of all of my students, regardless of the categories they had been placed in,
and commit to finding way to address their needs both academically and relationally as
individuals. Finally, I had to spend many long hours researching new strategies to implement
through talking with other teachers, administrators, and parents and then spend another set of
hours reflecting on how effective those strategies were. What began as a gut-wrenching,
emotional first-year teaching experience, ended in triumph and some solid lessons I’ve carried
with me through these past 10 years as a teacher and teacher leader.
It is with this experience in mind that I chose to seek out the parent, family and
community voices for this project, and when conflicts arose, I also chose to prioritize these
voices over the professional. If it weren’t for those parents and family members from that first
teaching experience, I wouldn’t have made the headway with those students that I did and I’m
sure wouldn’t be the teacher and researcher I am today. It took deliberate efforts to get out of my
comfort zone and find new ways of being than I expected to have to find when I first entered that
classroom. I also couldn’t have sustained those first efforts if it weren’t for the support and
advice of other teachers, both general and special education, as well as other leaders within the
school. This is why I chose to collaborate with so many other professionals to bring insights into
this work. The road of collaboration with individuals, at times vastly different than ourselves, is
not easy, but the rewards of committing to the struggle have led to new insights and more
equitable experiences for the students we teach. I am fully convinced that no matter what race,
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culture, ethnicity, linguistic backgrounds we come from, with deliberate effort, motivated by a
commitment to the belief that all experiences are highly valued, and worthy of our efforts, we
can create transformative moments within our classrooms, that feed into transformational acts in
the society at large.
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APPENDIX A: PILOT QUESTIONS REVIEWING THE COMMON BELIEFS
SURVEY TOOL
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APPENDIX B: INITIAL VERSION OF THE CRT TOOL
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I. Culturally Responsive Beliefs and Practices of Schools and General Education Classrooms
Participants: Participants completing this checklist should include the following persons aware of school and classroom procedures and policies: general
education teachers representing various grade levels, special education teachers, school psychologists, administration team members, instructional support
staff, parents and community members of RCELD students.
Quality Indicators: Examples of best practices are offered to illustrate appropriate responses to the critical questions. The list may be edited to reflect
options available to each school site.
Rubrics: A rubric is provided for each critical question to assess to what degree the school has addressed each item.
Note: To be as inclusive as possible, references to families within this checklist may refer to biological parents, step-parents, adoptive or foster parents, legal
guardians, other family members such as grandparents, aunts, uncles, etc. and to “social family members.” Social family members are not biologically
related members of the student’s family, but, nevertheless, play an important part in the student’s family life and upbringing.
Critical Questions

Participants

Quality Indicators

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)

School Culture and Supports

1. Does the school culture support
and celebrate diversity and view
RCELD students (racial, cultural,
ethnic and linguistic diversity) as
assets?







School staff participates in
ongoing staff development related
to diversity issues: including
opportunities for teachers to share
and reflect on their own cultural
beliefs and biases, opportunities
for teachers and staff to become
knowledgeable about the various
RCELD populations and resources
in the surrounding community
Resources are provided for
teachers to develop lessons
fostering an appreciation and deep
understanding of diversity
School environment contains
evidence of contributions/work
from individuals with diverse
backgrounds on a regular basis,
not just during a special week or
month
Classrooms contain evidence of
contributions/work from
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1. The school makes little or no attempt to acknowledge and
celebrate diversity.
2. The school acknowledges and celebrates diversity during a
special time of the school year.
3. The school and classrooms acknowledge and celebrate
diversity on a regular basis.
4. Acknowledgement and celebration of diversity permeates the
school and classrooms with frequent and varied examples.

Critical Questions
1. (Continued)

2. Does the school have a positive
behavioral support system for
ALL students?

Participants

Quality Indicators
 individuals with diverse
backgrounds
 RCELD students are regularly
recognized and honored for their
work
 School clubs and activities reflect
the ethnic makeup of the student
population
 Bilingual programming
 Materials translated for nonEnglish speaking families

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)



1. The school does not have a positive behavioral support
system in place.
2. The school has begun to implement a positive behavioral
support system for all students.
3. The school has implemented a positive behavioral support
system for all students and staff have been trained in its use.
4. The school has implemented a positive behavioral support
system for all students, staff have been trained in its use, and
school staff regularly discuss the effectiveness of school-wide
positive behavioral support interventions.









School has established procedures that
emphasize positive behaviors and
regularly recognizes students for
displaying appropriate behaviors
School staff have been trained in the
implementation of a positive
behavioral support system
Classroom incentive plans for positive
behavior
Provides resources for evidence-based
social skills instruction
Issues of intolerance are dealt with
immediately according to the school’s
anti-harassment policies
Classroom time in general education
settings is devoted to social skills
instruction and problem solving skills
When necessary, RCELD students in
general education classrooms have
behavioral management systems that
address individual cultural differences
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Critical Questions

Participants

Quality Indicators


3. Has the school principal
established an attitude amongst
staff that “all students are our
students” as opposed to an
attitude of “my students and your
students?”







4.Do teachers (e.g. general
education, ESL, special
education) work collaboratively
to support all students?

5. Are differentiated reading
interventions (e.g., Title I, Read
180, Reading Recovery) available
to RCELD students?











Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)

Numerous examples of regular
collaboration between general and
special education teachers
IEPs of RCELD students in inclusive
classes are regularly shared with
general education teachers and include
numerous examples of classroom
accommodations/modifications
Master schedules allow maximum
time for shared planning and teaching

Peer support mentors are provided for
instructional team members
Co-teaching observed
Co-planning observed, including
regular, collaborative discussions
regarding specific staff and teacher
roles and responsibilities, as well as
accommodations for individual
students
Reading teachers or specialists are
providing services to RCELD students
in inclusive environments
Reading teachers/specialists are
regularly consulting with general
education teachers on reading
interventions and the effects of the
interventions
Multiple reading levels and
instructional groupings are used by
general education teachers
ESL, Special Ed and General Ed staff
receive common professional
development
When necessary, 1-to-1 reading
support is provided daily
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1. The prevailing attitude of school staff fosters isolation and little or
no collaborative interaction between general education teachers, special
education teachers, and other support staff (e.g., related services, ESL).
2. The prevailing attitude of school staff fosters minimal collaborative
interaction between general education teachers, special education
teachers, and other support staff.
3. The prevailing attitude of school staff fosters regular collaborative
interaction between general education teachers, special education
teachers, and other support staff.
4. The prevailing attitude of school staff fosters extensive and effective
collaborative interaction between general education teachers, special
education teachers, and other support staff.
1. There is little or no collaboration between general education
teachers, special education teachers, and other support staff (e.g.,
related services, ESL).
2. There is minimal collaboration between general education teachers,
special education teachers, and other support staff.
3. There is regular collaboration between general education teachers,
special education teachers, and other support staff.
4. There is extensive and effective collaboration between general
education teachers, special education teachers, and other support staff.
1. There are no differentiated reading interventions provided to
RCELD students in general education classrooms. All students in
general education receive the same type and intensity of reading
instruction.
2. General education teachers receive consultation services from
special education teachers, reading teachers or other specialists
periodically. There is some differentiation of reading interventions for
RCELD students in general education classrooms.
3. General education teachers receive consultation and direct services
from special education teachers, reading teachers or other specialists
regularly. There are numerous examples of differentiation of reading
interventions for RCELD students in general education classrooms.
4. General education teachers receive consultation and direct services
from special education teachers, reading teachers or other specialists on
a regular and consistent basis. There are numerous examples of
differentiation of reading interventions for RCELD students in general
education classrooms.

Critical Questions
6. Has the school adopted a
problem solving approach that
values assessment to drive
instructional decisions?

Participants

Quality Indicators
 Problem-solving teams are active
and engaged in problem solving
discussions on a regular basis
 Student progress-monitoring data
is used to track performance and
evaluate school practices
 Examples of problem-solving
teams implemented interventions
with data on targeted behavior(s)
of a student of RCELD for a
reasonable amount of time.
 Problem-solving teams provided
follow-up support and monitoring
of planned interventions
 Multiple data sources are used to
evaluate student learning: i.e.
standardized tests, informal
assessments, observations, verbal
and written assessments,
assessment data from years prior
 Families encouraged to participate
in problem solving discussions to
include information about students
home and family culture,
language, and social history.
 Data from general education
classroom interventions designed
to provide academic and/or
behavioral support to a student of
RCELD
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Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
1. The school has not implemented a problem solving process
to review the academic performance of RCELD students.
2. The school has implemented a problem solving process to
review the academic performance of RCELD students.
Systematic implementation and monitoring of recommended
interventions is inconsistent.
3. The school has implemented a problem solving process to
review the academic performance of RCELD students.
Systematic implementation and monitoring of recommended
interventions is usually provided.
4. The school has implemented a problem solving process to
review the academic performance of RCELD students.
Systematic implementation and monitoring of recommended
interventions is always provided and there is ample evidence of
revisions to interventions based upon analyzed performance
data.

Critical Questions
7. Do school teams receive
sufficient administrative support
when expressing concerns about
meeting the needs of RCELD
students?

Participants

Quality Indicators
 Principal regularly commits
additional resources to address the
needs of a student of RCELD
 Problem-solving teams regularly
share concerns with the
administration about
issues/resources impacting
RCELD students
 Professional development support
is provided to assist general
education teachers in meeting the
needs of RCELD students


8. Has the school established a
multi-tiered model of intervention
services?








School examples of services
available to all students (e.g.,
school-wide positive behavioral
support system, instructional
strategies in reading and math,
differentiated curriculum, test
taking strategies)
School examples of time limited
specialized services for RCELD
students (e.g., extra support in the
classroom, small group or 1:1
instruction, home support, tutors,
after school programs)
School examples of long term
intensive specialized support
services for RCELD students (e.g.,
collaboration with community
programs, crisis response plan)
Clear guidelines and criteria have
been established to move students
from one tier to another
Systematic follow-up occurs to
ensure interventions were
implemented, student progress was
monitored
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Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
1. There is little or no administrative support/additional
resources provided to address the needs of RCELD students.
2. On an infrequent basis there is some administrative
support/additional resources provided to address the needs of
RCELD students.
3. On a regular basis there is some administrative
support/additional resources provided to address the needs of
RCELD students.
4. On a regular basis there is effective administrative
support/additional resources provided to address the needs of
RCELD students. School teams can count on administrative
advocacy and creative problem solving in attempts to address
the needs of RCELD students.
1. The school has not implemented a multi-tiered (e.g.,
prevention, intervention, and specialized support) model of
intervention services.
2. The school has implemented a multi-tiered model of
intervention services but differentiated interventions for RCELD
students in need are inconsistent.
3. The school has implemented a multi-tiered model of
intervention services and there are numerous examples of
differentiated interventions for RCELD students in need.
4. The school has implemented a multi-tiered model of
intervention services and the extent of differentiated
interventions for students of students is significant.

Instructional Team Beliefs
Critical Questions
9. Do school teams actively consider
other possible explanations (e.g.,
insufficient instruction, limited English
proficiency, family risk factors) for the
student of RCELD who has low
achievement, rather than automatically
assuming a disability?

Participants

Quality Indicators

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)



1. School teams believe that general education classroom
performance problems of RCELD students primarily stem
from student deficits and special education referral is the
preferred option.
2. School teams believe that general education classroom
performance problems of RCELD students may not always
stem from student deficits but special education referral tends
to be the preferred option.
3. School teams believe that general education classroom
performance problems of RCELD students may stem from
multiple issues (e.g., student deficits, cultural/linguistic/family
risk factors, and mismatch between instructional and learning
styles) and numerous general education classroom
interventions are employed prior to special education referral.
4. School teams believe that general education classroom
performance problems of RCELD students may stem from
multiple issues. Based upon a thorough analysis of the
instructional environment, an extensive array of general
education classroom interventions are implemented prior to
special education referral.






10. Does the Instructional Team consider
other factors that could be the primary
explanation for students’ learning,
behavior, or other difficulties?











School and classroom environmental
assessment is conducted to determine
possible explanations for the problems
experienced by the student of RCELD
Systematic use of curriculum-based
assessment and error analyses data
Problem-solving teams
recommendations focus on positive
behavioral interventions & student
strengths
Delineated and comprehensive referral
process

Additional, culture-specific assistance
is sought to provide appropriate
instruction before referring RCELD
students to next tier of intervention.
Life stressors are assessed (i.e.
divorce, death of a family member)
Team discusses family risk factors
(i.e. exposure to toxic substances or
violence/abuse) and the effect on
students’ learning, behavior, or other
difficulties
Team discusses environmental, social,
economic, and cultural factors to be
considered
Issues of insufficient instruction are
explored. (i.e. review of previous
interruptions of instruction in prior
classes.)
Students’ parents/family have an
equal voice in problem-solving and
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1. Other factors were not considered.
2. Other factors were discussed but no detailed analysis
of its effect on the students’ learning, behavior, or other
difficulties.
3. Other factors were discussed with detailed analysis of
its effect on the students’ learning, behavior, or other
difficulties m.
4. Other factors were discussed with detailed and
incisive analysis of its effect on the students’ learning,
behavior, or other difficulties.

Critical Questions
10. (Continued)

11. Does the Instructional Team
actively consider whether
absence or parent/family mobility
of the student of RCELD
negatively impacts continuity of
general education classroom
instruction?

Participants

Quality Indicators









12. Has the Instructional Team
made concerted efforts to reach
out to parents/family members of
RCELD students by fostering
collaboration, mutual trust, and
respect?

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)

decision making to determine reasons
for students’ learning, behavior, or
other difficulties






If applicable, the instructional
team discusses a student of
RCELD and his/her excessive
school absence or past history of
mobility.
The instructional team reviews
and discusses number of excused,
unexcused absences, truancies,
and tardiness and its effect of
students’ learning, behavior, or
other difficulties.
Strategies to increase attendance
have been documented
Student and family support from
school staff for attendance issues
Home visits
School hosts events for
parents/families of RCELD
students on a regular basis (e.g.,
potluck meals, parent groups)
School provides opportunities for
parents/family members of
RCELD students to participate in
regularly scheduled meetings
outside the school setting (e.g., at
community centers, through
flexible scheduling, consideration
of transportation needs)
Multiple attempts made to involve
parents/family members
School administration promotes
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1. The impact of excessive absences or family mobility was not
considered by the Instructional Team.
2. Excessive absences or family mobility were discussed by the
Instructional Team, but there was no detailed analysis of the
impact on the continuity of general education classroom
instruction for the student of RCELD.
3. Excessive absences or family mobility were discussed by the
Instructional Team with detailed analysis of the impact on the
continuity of general education classroom instruction for the
student of RCELD.
4. Excessive absences or family mobility were discussed by the
Instructional Team with detailed and incisive analysis of the
impact on the continuity of general education classroom
instruction for the student with RCELD, and recommendations
on how to minimize the instructional impact in the future.

1. The school has made little or no effort to collaborate with
families of RCELD students.
2. The school has made some effort to collaborate with families
of RCELD students by inviting them to school meetings.
3. The school regularly reaches out to families of RCELD
students by actively involving them in school meetings and
problem solving discussions.
4. The school actively seeks the involvement and decision
making input of families of RCELD students and is committed
to learning about the culture of those families and empowering
them.

Critical Questions
12. (Continued)

Participants

Quality Indicators
 Staff knowledge of diverse
cultures (i.e. through professional
development, partnership with
local colleges for participation in
course work related to cultural
equity, etc.)
 Problem-solving teams include
parents/family members of
RCELD students in meeting
discussions to formulate
instructional and behavioral
recommendations
 Staff members offer to meet with
parents outside the school setting
(e.g., home visits or community
sites)
 Staff develops relationships with
surrounding RCELD communities
to assist the school with
translation, cultural interpretation,
and other needs and also to elicit
services appropriate to student
needs
 Parents are encouraged to help
their children maintain their native
language while learning English.
 Printed materials (bulletin boards,
school publications, etc.) are
available in home languages of all
children in the school
 Home visits/regular phone calls
are encouraged to gain insight into
students’ lives and support
systems, as well as to garner
parent/family member input in the
decision making process
 Parents/families/community
members are invited regularly into
classrooms
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Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)

Critical Questions
13. Does the Instructional Team
use peer supports in the
classroom?

Participants

Quality Indicators
 General education classroom
instructional groupings promote
heterogeneous groups of students
working together
 Implement flexible groupings of
students for different purposes

Efforts made to create positive
learning environment where there
is a community of learners that
assist and collaborate with one









14. Does the Instructional Team
incorporate culturally responsive
materials and content in the
curricula and use culturally
responsive teaching practices?







another(i.e. time devoted to social
skills instruction and problem solving
skills)

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
1. The Instructional Team does not use peer supports in general
education classrooms.
2. The Instructional Team sometimes uses peer supports in
general education classrooms but instruction is usually whole
class and teacher directed.
3. The Instructional Team regularly uses peer supports in
general education classrooms and instruction is divided between
whole group teacher directed and small group student directed
(e.g., cooperative learning groups, peer tutoring) learning.
4. The Instructional Team regularly uses peer supports in
general education classrooms and continuously seeks to
empower students to take a more active responsibility for their
learning and supporting each other.

Promotes conversational
interactions between students
Reading buddies
Cooperative learning groups
Cross age peer tutoring
Peer teaching is used where
limited-English-proficient students
can participate and practice
English-language skills in small
groups
General education classroom materials
include stories and perspectives from
diverse cultures, as well as materials
provided in native language
represented in the classroom
General education classroom
instruction is varied (e.g., small
group, cooperative learning high
teacher-student interaction)
High energy and animation in the
classroom, real world relevant
learning activities, increased teacherstudent interactions
Culturally responsive instruction
including: acknowledging students’
differences as well as their
commonalities, validating students’
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1. The Instructional Team rarely incorporates culturally
responsive materials, content, and teaching practices.
2. The Instructional Team periodically incorporates culturally
responsive materials and content but culturally responsive
teaching practices are rarely displayed.
3. The Instructional Team regularly incorporates culturally
responsive materials, content, and teaching practices.
4. The Instructional Team regularly incorporates culturally
responsive materials, content, and teaching practices and school
staff. School staff constantly seek to add to their knowledge of
culturally responsive practices and the academic performance
data of RCELD students in general education classrooms is
regularly reviewed and analyzed to determine the effectiveness
of staff practices.

Critical Questions
14. (Continued)

15. Does the Instructional Team
actively seek to identify the
reason for a RCELD student’s
behavior, learning or other
difficulties?
(Consider items in numbers 9, 10,
and 11 above.)

Participants

Quality Indicators

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)



cultural identities in classroom
practices (understands and integrates
students’ family makeup, immigration
history and experiences, individual
concerns, strengths, talents and
interests into the curriculum; utilizes
students’ native language resources),
educating students about diversity,
promoting equity and mutual respect
among students, assessing students’
ability and achievement validly,
motivating students to become active
participants in their learning,
encouraging students to think
critically, challenging students to
strive for excellence, assisting
students in becoming socially and
politically conscious (i.e. identifies
and extinguishes myths about other
cultures), understands students’ prior
knowledge and experience with
specific subject areas and topics in the
curriculum, shows interest and
encouragement of students’ native
language through use of some
vocabulary to better communicate
with students.
Instructional use of multiple intelligences
& various learning styles






Analysis of problem behaviors are
regularly conducted to assess
RCELD students
General education classroom
examples of informal, curriculumbased, authentic assessments on
academic performance of RCELD
students
General education classroom
examples of error analyses
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1. The Instructional Team does not systematically gather and
analyze classroom performance data to identify the reasons for
behavior, learning or other difficulties of a student of RCELD.
2. The Instructional Team periodically gathers classroom
performance data but no attempt to systematically analyze that
information to identify the reasons for behavior, learning, or
other difficulties of RCELD students is made.
3. The Instructional Team regularly gathers and analyzes
classroom performance data to identify the reasons for behavior,
learning or other difficulties of the student of RCELD.
4. The Instructional Team regularly gathers and analyzes
classroom performance data to identify the source(s) of

Critical Questions
15. (Continued)

Participants

Quality Indicators
 conducted on academic work of
RCELD students
Parents are consulted to gain a better
understanding of parent expectations
for the student

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
behavior, learning, or other difficulties for the student of
RCELD. This analysis of classroom performance data yields
tentative hypotheses as to possible instructional environment
variables that may be impact behavior, learning or other
difficulties. The Instructional Team seeks to verify these
tentative hypotheses by collecting student performance data.

Instructional Team Practices
Critical Questions

Participants

Quality Indicators


16. Does the Instructional Team
use culturally responsive
behavior management practices
by considering the impact of
culture on school performance of
a student of RCELD?










Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)

General education classroom
examples of understanding behavioral
differences of RCELD students (e.g.,
expressed preference for working
individually or in groups, seating
arrangements balanced by ethnicity
and gender, listening and responding
style, peer interaction patterns,
responses to authority, verbal and
nonverbal communication, turn taking
behaviors)
General education classroom rules and
procedures are accommodating to
diverse student behavioral styles
(students are included in the decision
making process and are responsible
for contributing to the discipline and
well being of the classroom and
students.)
Individualized behavior plans are
created as appropriate
When necessary, RCELD students in
general education classrooms have
behavioral management systems that
address individual cultural differences
Staff confer with family about home
expectations, values, customs, and
behavior management practices
Staff engage in self-assessments of
their own cultural expectations and
practices
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1. The Instructional Team does not consider the impact of
culture on school performance of a student of RCELD.
2. The Instructional Team discussed the student’s culture but no
systematic analysis of its impact on school performance of a
student with RCELD was conducted.
3. The Instructional Team discussed the student’s culture and
conducted a systematic analysis of its impact on school
performance of a student of RCELD.
4. The Instructional Team discussed the student’s culture and
conducted a systematic analysis of its impact on school
performance of a student of RCELD. The systematic analysis of
the student’s culture and potential impact on behavior included
staff discussions with the family about home expectations and
behavior management practices and staff self-assessments of
their own cultural expectations and practices.

Critical Questions
17. Does the Instructional Team
establish a classroom
environment that accepts
individual student differences and
is positive, structured, and well
managed?

Participants

Quality Indicators








18. Does the Instructional Team
set realistic, high expectations
and standards for RCELD
students?

General education classroom
examples of understanding
differences of RCELD students
General education classroom rules
and procedures are
accommodating to diverse student
learning styles (all students are
actively involved in instruction
and other classroom activities to
the extent possible; understanding
of types of knowledge valued by
students’ parents/families)
General education classroom
procedures and routines are
actively taught to students with
periodic reminders and
implemented consistently
General education classroom
transitions are short and smooth
General education teacher-student
interactions are positive



Classroom time in general education
settings is devoted to social skills
instruction and problem solving skills



General education teacher’s
expectations for achievement for
RCELD students are realistic
General education teachers set
high expectations for RCELD
students
Standards-based curriculum for all
students
Students are academically
engaged in the classroom
Academic expectations for
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Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
1. The Instructional Team does not establish a classroom
environment accepting of student differences. The classroom
environment is managed poorly and is not conducive to student
learning.
2. The Instructional Team does not establish a classroom
environment accepting of student differences. The classroom
environment is primarily positive and well managed will all
students having the same behavioral expectations.
3. The Instructional Team does allow for individual student
differences in establishing its classroom environment. The
classroom environment is primarily positive and well managed
with some modification of classroom rules and behavioral
expectations to accommodate for individual student differences.
4. The Instructional Team does allow for individual student
differences in establishing its classroom environment. The
classroom environment is primarily positive and well managed
with extensive modification of classroom rules and behavioral
expectations to accommodate for individual student differences.
The classroom environment establishes a climate that celebrates
student differences.

1. The Instructional Team quite often does not maintain realistic
and high expectations for the achievement of RCELD students.
2. The Instructional Team usually maintains high expectations
for the achievement of RCELD students but quite often those
high expectations are unrealistic because the Instructional Team
does not regularly engage in culturally responsive teaching
practices.
3. Instructional Team regularly maintains realistic and high
expectations for the achievement of RCELD students. Realistic
and high expectations for RCELD students are periodically
supported by culturally responsive teaching practices.
4. Instructional Team regularly maintains realistic and high
expectations for the achievement of RCELD students. Realistic

Critical Questions
18. (Continued)

Participants

Quality Indicators
 individual students are based on
multiple data sources and
individual ability rather than
broad-based assumptions
 Encourages high rate of
observable, measurable student
responses (comprehension
questions answered, math facts
stated correctly, etc.)

A variety of scaffolding
techniques are used to enhance
instruction

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
and high expectations for RCELD students are regularly
supported by culturally responsive teaching practices.



1. Systematic instruction in learning strategies is rarely, if ever,

19. Are learning strategies
explicitly taught to RCELD
students?




20. Does the Instructional Team
accommodate the needs of
RCELD students through
differentiated instruction that
reflects the interests and
experiences of RCELD students?







Students are specifically taught
thinking skills, specific learning
strategies, cognitive behavioral skills
(e.g., stop-and-think)and those skills
are modeled
All teachers regularly explain
how/why student’s responses are
correct and incorrect (i.e. timely
feedback for error corrections and
positive reinforcement)
Balanced literacy instruction with
thinking skills taught

General education teacher
employs a variety of teaching
methods and materials
RCELD students receive
additional review and practice in
difficulty areas in the general
education classroom
General education classroom
teacher engages in direct, frequent,
and continuous monitoring of
instruction and student progress
performance
General education classroom
examples of differentiated
instruction to address the needs of
RCELD students
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provided to RCELD students.
2. Learning strategies are sometimes explicitly taught to RCELD
students in general education classrooms.
3. Learning strategies are regularly explicitly taught to RCELD students
in general education classrooms.
4. Learning strategies are regularly explicitly taught to RCELD students
in general education classrooms. Thinking skills used in completing and
evaluating assignments are regularly clearly communicated to the
students.

1. The Instructional Team does little or no differentiated
instruction for RCELD students.
2. The Instructional Team regularly provides differentiated
instruction in at least one of the five factors of instruction:
(1) content = what is taught,
(2) process = how content is taught,
(3) product = how students demonstrate content mastery,
(4) affect = how students connect their thinking and feelings, and
(5) learning environment = how the classroom is designed and
students are grouped.
3. The Instructional Team regularly provides differentiated
instruction in 2 or 3 of the five factors of instruction (see #2
above).

Critical Questions

Participants

Quality Indicators
 General education classroom
examples of individualized
behavioral supports to address the
needs of RCELD students
 Instruction builds upon existing
student knowledge and
experiences
 Classroom and homework
assignments are given and adapted
according the needs of RCELD
students

Rubric (Circle the # most applicable)
4. The Instructional Team regularly provides differentiated
instruction in 4 or 5 of the five factors of instruction (see #2
above).

After completion of checklist, create an action plan:
 Based on an analysis of the above statements, it is recommended that the following goals should be addressed in the
school improvement action plan:
 At the end of the year, consider what has changed, what has stayed the same, what plans have been made and/or
adapted for future goals
*This checklist has been adapted from the work of Fiedler, Chiang, Van Haren, Jorgenson, Halberg, & Boreson (2008) and
expanded from the works of Gay, 2000; Lue Stewart (2009); Ladson-Billings (2001); and Delpit (2006) and many others cited in
the reference section of this paper.
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APPENDIX C: SECOND VERSION OF THE CRT TOOL USED IN ROUND
TWO OF THE DELPHI STUDY
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A Culturally Responsive Checklist
for Schools and Teachers
Instructions:
This revised checklist has three sections: questions, quality indicators for each question, and
resources for each question topic. Future professional development participants will answer
critical questions based on the quality indicators provided on the pages following the
questionnaire. Further explanation of each response is requested as well. Resources related to
each question topic will also be provided.
Key Terms:
Participants: Participants completing this checklist will include the following persons
aware of school and classroom procedures and policies: general education teachers representing
various grade levels, special education teachers, school psychologists, administration team
members, instructional support staff
RCELD Students: This acronym refers to students with racial, cultural, ethnic, and linguistic
diversity. The acronym will be used throughout the study to refer also to historically
underserved groups, (Artiles, Kozleski, Trent, Osher, & Ortiz, 2010). Artiles, et al. (2010) uses
this term to describe students with RCELD, but also includes students that come from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds, that have “experienced sustained school failure over
time,” (p.280). For the purposes of this instrument, the acronym RCELD will include
economically disadvantaged groups as well as any groups that have been historically
underserved by the education system in the U.S.
Quality Indicators: Examples of best practices are offered to guide participants in
selecting the criteria in the rubric that is most applicable to their school setting. The list may be
edited to reflect options available at each school site.

Note:(1) To be as inclusive as possible, references to families within this checklist may refer to
biological parents, step-parents, adoptive or foster parents, legal guardians, other family
members such as grandparents, aunts, uncles, etc. and to social family members. (2) This
checklist tool is meant to be used and adapted based upon the specific contexts of each school.
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Section I: Questions Addressing Culturally Responsive Beliefs and Practices
of Schools
1. Does the school have a set of guiding principles in place related to addressing the needs of
RCELD students? Are there any plans in place that address culturally responsive teaching
practice?
a. There is little evidence of any set principles or plans for addressing the needs of RCELD
students.
b. There is a statement in our school improvement plan or that has been mentioned in a
faculty meeting about these issues, but there has been little discussion, professional
development, or resources allocated that focus specifically on this issue.
c. There has been some professional development and resources that addresses this issue.
d. It is very clear that the needs of RCELD students are a priority. A significant amount of
discussion, professional development, and resources have been designated for these
issues on a regular basis.
Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
2. Does the school staff work collaboratively to support all students?
a. There is little evidence of collaboration between general education teachers, special
education teachers, and other support staff (i.e. related services, ESL).
b. There is some collaboration between general education, teachers, special education
teachers, and other support staff; however special educators are still viewed as having
traditional roles.
c. There is regular collaborative interaction between general education teachers, special
education teachers, and other support staff, which includes some co-planning, coteaching, and discussions regarding specific staff and teacher roles and
responsibilities.
d. The prevailing attitude of school staff fosters extensive and effective collaborative
interaction between general education teachers, special education teachers, and other
support staff, which includes regular co-planning, co-teaching, and discussions
regarding specific staff and teacher roles and responsibilities, with a focus on meeting
the needs of RCELD students.
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Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
3. Does the school staff establish strong home/school connections by making concerted efforts
to reach out to parents/family members of RCELD students by fostering collaboration,
mutual trust, and respect?
a. There is little evidence that school staff have implemented a plan to collaborate with
families of RCELD students.
b. There is some effort that school staff have collaborated with families of RCELD
students, such as inviting them to school meetings.
c. School staff regularly reach out to families of RCELD students by involving them in
school meetings and problem solving discussions.
d. School staff actively seek the involvement and decision making input of families of
RCELD students and are committed to learning about the culture of those families
and empowering them to become an active participant in the school and their child’s
education.
Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
4. Does school staff view RCELD students and their families as assets?
a. There is little evidence that school staff have incorporated resources from RCELD
students, their families, and community members throughout the school.
b. There has been some discussion about the need to utilize resources from family and
community members representing various RCELD backgrounds throughout the
school, however, efforts have been inconsistent.
c. There has been some consistent effort to utilize resources from family and
community members representing various RCELD backgrounds throughout the
school
d. There is clear evidence that RCELD students and their families are viewed as assets.
Parents, families, and community members from RCELD backgrounds are invited
regularly to share in school processes and to share their knowledge, expertise, and
experiences with school staff and students.
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Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
5. Does school staff incorporate culturally responsive materials and content in the curricula and
use culturally responsive teaching practices?
a. There is little evidence that school staff incorporates culturally responsive materials,
content, and teaching practices.
b. Some culturally responsive materials and content are incorporated in the curricula,
but there is little evidence of specific culturally responsive practices being exhibited.
c. School staff regularly incorporate culturally responsive materials, content, and
teaching practices.
d. School staff regularly incorporates culturally responsive materials, content, and
teaching practices. School staff constantly seek to add to their knowledge of
culturally responsive practices and there is ongoing review of the effectiveness of
staff practices on RCELD student learning.
Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:

6. Does the school staff use culturally responsive behavior management practices by
considering the impact of culture on school performance of RCELD students?
a. There is little evidence shown that school staff considers the impact of culture on school
performance.
b. School staff discuss student’s culture, but no systematic analysis of its impact on school
performance.
c. School staff discuss student’s culture and conducts systematic analysis of its impact on
school performance.
d. School staff discuss student’s culture and conducts systematic analysis of its impact on
school performance. The systematic analysis of the student’s culture and potential impact
on behavior include staff discussions with the family about home expectations and
behavior management practices and staff self-assessments of their own cultural
expectations and practices.
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Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
7. School staff use data from these multiple sources drive instructional decisions: formal and
informal assessments, observations, analysis of data from previous school years, ongoing
progress monitoring data, information from family about students’ home and family culture,
language, and social history to drive instructional decisions.
a. There is little evidence that school staff have implemented a problem solving process
that includes more than one of the above sources.
b. There is some evidence that school staff have implemented a problem solving
process that includes more than two of the above sources, but efforts are inconsistent.
c. School staff consistently implements a problem solving process that includes all but
information from family about student’s home and family culture, language, and
social history to drive instructional decisions.
d. School staff have implemented a systematic, problem solving process that includes
all of the above sources to drive instructional decisions.
Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
8. Does the school staff actively seek to identify other possible explanations for RCELD
students’ behavior or learning difficulties rather than automatically assuming student deficit
or disability? Reasons such as: family mobility, insufficient instruction, limited English
proficiency, family risk factors, or cultural differences between school and home
expectations, home/school communication barriers, and/or students’ access to resources?
a. There is little evidence that school staff have implemented a problem solving process
that considers other possible explanations for RCELD students’ behavior or learning
difficulties other than student deficit or disability.
b. There is some discussion of other possible factors for an RCELD student’s behavior
or learning difficulty, but few specific interventions are in place to address these
other possible factors.
c. School staff have implemented a problem solving process that considers multiple
issues that may affect an RCELD student’s behavior or learning difficulty, and some
related interventions are placed before considering special education referral,
possible retention, or other academic or disciplinary decisions.
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d. School staff have implemented a problem solving process that includes a thorough
analysis of student’s home and instructional environment and an extensive array of
classroom interventions are implemented prior to special education referral, possible
retention, or other academic or disciplinary decisions.
Explain what evidence is already in place at your school site, what evidence you’d like to see in
place, perceived barriers to some of the strategies mentions, and any additional thoughts,
comments, and ideas related to this question:
9. Based on a review of your responses to the questions above, what, if any, changes would you
like to see made school wide?
10. Are there any specific quality indicators/considerations for practice that you plan to
implement in your classroom (or area of specialty)?

Section II: Quality Indicators/Considerations for Practice
Question 1: Does the school have a set of guiding principles in place related to addressing the
needs of RCELD students? Are there any plans in place that address culturally responsive
teaching practice?






Resources are provided for staff to develop curricula that fosters an appreciation and
deep understanding of diversity
School staff participate in on-going staff development related to diversity issues:
including opportunities for teachers to share and reflect on their own cultural beliefs and
biases, opportunities for teachers and staff to become knowledgeable about the various
RCELD populations and resources in the surrounding community
ESL, special and general education teachers receive common professional development
Professional development support is provided to assist all staff in meeting the ongoing
needs of RCELD students

Question 2: Does the school staff work collaboratively to support all students?





Master schedules allow maximum time for shared planning and teaching amongst
general and special education teachers and other instructional support staff.
Peer support mentors are provided for instructional team members as needed
Co-planning and co-teaching occur regularly with a focus on meeting the needs of all
students
Special education teachers and general education teachers, as well as other instructional
support staff participate collaboratively in ongoing analysis of the effectiveness of
instruction, particularly with RCELD
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Question 3: Does the school staff establish strong home/school connections by making concerted
efforts to reach out to parents/family members of RCELD students by fostering collaboration,
mutual trust, and respect?












School hosts events for parents/families of RCELD students on a regular basis (e.g.,
potluck meals, parent groups)
School provides opportunities for parents/family members of RCELD students to
participate in regularly scheduled meetings outside the school setting (e.g., at community
centers, through flexible scheduling, consideration of transportation needs)
Multiple attempts made to involve parents/family members
School administration promotes staff knowledge of diverse cultures (i.e. through
professional development, partnership with local colleges for participation in course work
related to cultural equity, etc.)
Problem-solving teams include parents/family members of RCELD students in meeting
discussions to formulate instructional and behavioral recommendations
Staff members offer to meet with parents outside the school setting (e.g., home visits or
community sites)
Staff develops relationships with surrounding RCELD communities to assist the school
with translation, cultural interpretation, and other needs and also to elicit services
appropriate to student needs
Parents are encouraged to help their children maintain their native language while
learning English.
Printed materials (bulletin boards, school publications, etc.) are available in home
languages of all children in the school
Home visits/regular phone calls are encouraged to gain insight into students’ lives and
support systems, as well as to garner parent/family member input in the decision making
process
Parents/families/community members are invited regularly into classrooms

Question 4: Does school staff view RCELD students and their families as assets?








Staff share realistic and high expectations for RCELD student achievement and behavior.
All students, including RCELD students, are regularly recognized and honored for their
work.
School clubs and activities reflect the ethnic makeup of the student population
Bilingual programming
Materials translated for non-English speaking families
School staff take opportunities to become knowledgeable about the various RCELD
populations and resources in the surrounding community.
See suggestions from question 3 as well.

Question 5: Does school staff incorporate culturally responsive materials and content in the
curricula and use culturally responsive teaching practices?
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Validating students’ cultural identities in classroom practices (understands and integrates
students’ family makeup, immigration history and experiences, individual concerns,
strengths, talents and interests into the curriculum; utilizes students’ native language
resources),
Educating students about diversity
Promoting equity and mutual respect among students,
Motivating students to become active participants in their learning
Encouraging students to think critically, challenging students to strive for excellence,
assisting students in becoming socially and politically conscious (i.e. identifies and
extinguishes myths about other cultures)
Understands students’ prior knowledge and experience with specific subject areas and
topics in the curriculum
Shows interest and encouragement of students’ native language through use of some
vocabulary to better communicate with students.
Teachers regularly explain how/why students’ responses are correct/incorrect (Timely
feedback for error corrections and positive reinforcement)
School environment contains regular evidence of contributions/work from individuals
with diverse backgrounds, rather than just during a special week or month.
Variety of scaffolding techniques are used to enhance instruction
Classroom materials include stories and perspectives from diverse cultures, as well as
materials provided in native language represented in the classroom
Classroom instruction is varied (e.g., small group, cooperative learning high teacherstudent interaction)
High energy and animation in the classroom, real world relevant learning activities,
increased teacher-student interactions
Acknowledging students’ differences as well as their commonalities
Homework assignments are adapted to specific needs of RCELD students
Instructional use of multiple intelligences & various learning styles
Uses variety of methods and materials
RCELD students receive additional review and practice in difficulty areas
Direct, frequent, and continuous monitoring of RCELD student progress and instruction
Differentiated instruction to address specific needs of RCELD students

Question 6: Does the school staff use culturally responsive behavior management practices by
considering the impact of culture on school performance of RCELD students?




Classroom rules and procedures are accommodating to diverse student learning styles (all
students are actively involved in instruction and other classroom activities to the extent
possible; understanding of types of knowledge valued by students’ parents/families)
Individualized behavior supports to address the needs of RCELD students
Classroom examples of understanding behavioral differences of RCELD students (e.g.,
expressed preference for working individually or in groups, seating arrangements
balanced by ethnicity and gender, listening and responding style, peer interaction
patterns, responses to authority, verbal and nonverbal communication, turn taking
behaviors)
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Individualized behavior plans are created as appropriate
When necessary, RCELD students in classrooms have behavioral management systems
that address individual cultural differences
Staff confer with family about home expectations, values, customs, and behavior
management practices
Staff engage in self-assessments of their own cultural expectations and practices
General education classroom instructional groupings promote heterogeneous groups of
students working together
Implement flexible groupings of students for different purposes
Efforts made to create positive learning environment where there is a community of
learners that assist and collaborate with one another(i.e. time devoted to social skills
instruction and problem solving skills)
Promotes conversational interactions between students
Reading buddies
Cooperative learning groups
Cross age peer tutoring
Peer teaching is used where limited-English-proficient students can participate and
practice English-language skills in small groups
The Instructional Team regularly uses peer supports in classrooms and continuously
seeks to empower students to take a more active responsibility for their learning and
supporting each other.
School has established procedures that emphasize positive behaviors and regularly
recognizes students for displaying appropriate behaviors
School staff have been trained in the implementation of a positive behavioral support
system
Classroom incentive plans for positive behavior
Provides resources for evidence-based social skills instruction
Issues of intolerance are dealt with immediately according to the school’s antiharassment policies
Classroom time and is devoted to social skills instruction and problem solving skills
The school has implemented a positive behavioral support system for all students, staff
have been trained in its use, and school staff regularly discuss the effectiveness of schoolwide positive behavioral support interventions.
Classroom procedures and routines are actively taught to students with periodic
reminders and implemented consistently
Classroom transitions are short and smooth
Teacher-student interactions are positive

Question 7: School staff use data from these multiple sources drive instructional decisions:
formal and informal assessments, observations, analysis of data from previous school years,
ongoing progress monitoring data, information from family about students’ home and family
culture, language, and social history to drive instructional decisions.
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Academic expectations for individual students are based on multiple data sources and
individual ability rather than broad-based assumptions
Staff encourage high rate of observable, measurable students responses
Problem-solving teams are active and engaged in problem solving discussions on a
regular basis
Student progress-monitoring data is used to track performance and evaluate school
practices
Examples of problem-solving teams implemented interventions with data on targeted
behavior(s) of a RCELD student for a reasonable amount of time.
Problem-solving teams provided follow-up support and monitoring of planned
interventions
Multiple data sources are used to evaluate student learning: i.e. standardized tests,
informal assessments, observations, verbal and written assessments, assessment data from
years prior
Families encouraged to participate in problem solving discussions to include information
about students home and family culture, language, and social history.
Data from general education classroom interventions designed to provide academic
and/or behavioral support to a RCELD student
Classroom examples of informal, curriculum-based, authentic assessments on academic
performance of RCELD students

Question 8: Does the school staff actively seek to identify other possible explanations for
RCELD students’ behavior or learning difficulties rather than automatically assuming student
deficit or disability? Reasons such as: family mobility, insufficient instruction, limited English
proficiency, family risk factors, or cultural differences between school and home expectations,
home/school communication barriers, and/or students’ access to resources?











School and classroom environmental assessment is conducted to determine possible
explanations for the problems experienced by the RCELD student
Systematic use of curriculum-based assessment and error analyses data
Problem-solving teams recommendations focus on positive behavioral interventions &
student strengths
Delineated and comprehensive referral process
If applicable, the instructional team discusses a RCELD student and his/her excessive
school absence or past history of mobility.
The instructional team reviews and discusses number of excused, unexcused absences,
truancies, and tardiness and its effect of students’ learning, behavior, or other difficulties.
Strategies to increase attendance have been documented
Student and family support from school staff for attendance issues
Home visits
Excessive absences or family mobility were discussed by the Instructional Team with
detailed and incisive analysis of the impact on the continuity of general education
classroom instruction for the RCELD student, and recommendations on how to minimize
the instructional impact in the future.
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Additional, culture-specific assistance is sought to provide appropriate instruction before
referring RCELD students to next tier of intervention.
Life stressors are assessed (i.e. divorce, death of a family member)
Team discusses family risk factors (i.e. exposure to toxic substances or violence/abuse)
and the effect on students’ learning, behavior, or other difficulties
Team discusses environmental, social, economic, and cultural factors to be considered
Issues of insufficient instruction are explored, (i.e. review of previous interruptions of
instruction in prior classes.)
Students’ parents/family have an equal voice in problem-solving and decision making to
determine reasons for students’ learning, behavior, or other difficulties
Analysis of problem behaviors are regularly conducted to assess RCELD students
Classroom examples of informal, curriculum-based, authentic assessments on academic
performance of RCELD students
Parents are consulted to gain a better understanding of parent expectations for the student

Section III: Resources
(Resources related to each question will be added for final round of feedback)
Question 1: Does the school have a set of guiding principles in place related to addressing the
needs of RCELD students? Are there any plans in place that address culturally responsive
teaching practice?

Question 2: Does the school staff work collaboratively to support all students?

Question 3: Does the school staff establish strong home/school connections by making concerted
efforts to reach out to parents/family members of RCELD students by fostering collaboration,
mutual trust, and respect?

Question 4: Does school staff view RCELD students and their families as assets?

Question 5: Does school staff incorporate culturally responsive materials and content in the
curricula and use culturally responsive teaching practices?

Question 6: Does the school staff use culturally responsive behavior management practices by
considering the impact of culture on school performance of RCELD students?

Question 7: School staff use data from these multiple sources drive instructional decisions:
formal and informal assessments, observations, analysis of data from previous school years,
ongoing progress monitoring data, information from family about students’ home and family
culture, language, and social history to drive instructional decisions.

Question 8: Does the school staff actively seek to identify other possible explanations for
RCELD students’ behavior or learning difficulties rather than automatically assuming student
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deficit or disability? Reasons such as: family mobility, insufficient instruction, limited English
proficiency, family risk factors, or cultural differences between school and home expectations,
home/school communication barriers, and/or students’ access to resources?
*This instrument has been adapted from the work of Fiedler, Chiang, Van Haren, Jorgenson,
Halberg, & Boreson (2008) and expanded from the works of Gay, 2000; Lue Stewart (2009);
Ladson-Billings (2001); and Delpit (2006) and many others. For a complete list of references
email: angelagriner@knights.ucf.edu.
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Nonuse
Level 0—
Nonuse/Unaware

Level I—
Orientation

Level II—
Preparation

The user has little or no knowledge of the research-based practice, no
involvement with the practice, and is doing nothing to become
involved.
The user has recently acquired or is acquiring information about the
research-based practice and has recently explored or is exploring
its value orientation and its demands upon the user.
Decision Point A: Takes action to learn more detailed information
about the research-based practice.
The user is preparing for first use of the research-based practice.
Decision Point B: Makes the decision to use the research-based
practice by establishing a time to begin.
Use of the intervention

Level III—
Mechanical Use

Level IV a—
Routine Use

Level IV b—
Refinement

Level V—
Integration

Level VI—
Renewal

The user focuses most effort on the short-term, day-to-day use of the
research-based practice with little time for reflection. Changes in
use are made more to meet user needs than student needs. The
user is primarily engaged in a stepwise attempt to master the tasks
required to use the practice, often resulting in disjointed and
superficial use.
Decision Point C: Changes, if any, and use are dominated by user
needs.
Use of the research-based practice is stabilized. Few if any changes
are being made in ongoing use. Little preparation or thought is
being given to improving the practice or its consequences.
Decision Point D1: A routine pattern of use is established.
The user varies the use of the research-based practice to increase the
impact on the students within immediate sphere of influence (e.g.,
the target group in the classroom). Variations are based on
knowledge of both short- and long-term consequences for these
students.
Decision Point D2: Changes use of the research-based practice to
increase student outcomes based on formal or informal evaluation.
The user is combining his or her efforts to use the research-based
practice with related activities of colleagues to achieve a collective
impact on students within their common sphere of influence.
Decision Point E: Initiates changes in use of research-based practice
based on input of and in coordination with what colleagues are
doing.
The user reevaluates the quality of use of the research-based practice,
seeks major modifications or alternatives to the practice to achieve
increased impact on students, examines new developments in the
field, and explores new goals for self and the system.
Decision Point F: Begins exploring alternatives to or major
modifications of the research-based practice presently in use.

Taken from the work of Roach, Kratochwill, & Frank (2009).
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[REVIEWING A CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE CHECKLIST TOOL FOR SCHOOLS AND
TEACHERS] Delphi Study: Round 1

Thank you for participating in this Delphi study to enhance a checklist tool that
will be used with schools and teachers to address the achievement gap and
disproportionality in education.
Introduction:
Your expertise is requested to provide feedback on the checklist tool included on pages 2 -23 of this
document. The checklist tool on pages 2-23 is going to be used with schools and teachers for future
professional development on culturally responsive teaching practices. However, before this tool is
used, we’d like your feedback on how it can be improved. Please review the tool on the following
pages of this document. Then, click on the survey link to provide your feedback on ways the
checklist tool might be improved.
What is a Delphi Study?
This Delphi study involves a group of 15-20 experts representing a diverse group of individuals
within the field of education. You are being asked to participate as one of those experts. Your
feedback, along with other experts participating in this Delphi study, will be used to reach a majority
consensus regarding ways to enhance this tool for use with schools and teachers in a professional
development program on culturally responsive teaching practices.
You are being asked to participate in a total of three rounds of feedback. Your responses to the first
round of questions related to the checklist tool will be collated and anonymously used to create a new
set of questions for the second round of the study. The same will follow for the third and final round.
Responses remain anonymous from other participants and each round of feedback will be done
online through email and online surveys. Depending upon familiarity with the checklist tool, each
of the three rounds will likely take 20-30 minutes to complete. Please follow the instructions below
to complete the first round of this study.
Instructions:
Step 1: Review the Culturally Responsive Checklist Tool for Schools and Teachers, on pages 2-23 of
this
document.
Step 2: Go to http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/N5VB5GR and answer questions to provide your
feedback on ways
the checklist tool can be improved for use in future staff development for administrators, teachers,
and other instructional support staff members.
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[REVIEWING A CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE CHECKLIST TOOL FOR SCHOOLS AND
TEACHERS] Delphi Study: Round 2

Thank you again for participating in the first round of feedback for this Delphi study to enhance
a tool that will be used with schools and teachers to address the achievement gap and
disproportionality in education. Using participant feedback from the first round, the tool has been
changed and adapted. Below is a summary of the statements participants made regarding the
tool. The adapted checklist is attached. The original tool is also attached for your convenience if
you would like to compare the original to see what specific changes have been made.
Instructions:
Step 1: Review the summary statements listed here from the first round of feedback, as well as
the adapted tool attached to this email.
Step 2: Go to http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/W2QTLRG to provide feedback related to the
adapted tool.
Feedback Summary:
Factors affecting feasibility: (50% of respondents noted the tool as “definitely feasible”;
50% noted the tool as “possibly feasible”.)
 Length-time, wording, and amount of questions may be intimidating to future
participants
 Lay out-spacing is an issue;; headings should be included with each question; sections of
the checklist aren’t relevant to all staff; “N/A” should be added to rubric column;
question format should be consistent
 Language: not appropriate for many family/community members to participate in; may
be difficult for new teachers or particular staff members to complete; some
inconsistencies in terms such as what/who makes up an instructional team; ensure
language is relevant to participants; some confusion on roles of specific staff members
listed, i.e. Reading Coach
Factors affecting importance: (67% noted the tool as “very important”; 27% noted the tool
as “important”; 6% noted the tool as slightly important.)
 Questions-some questions are redundant; some questions deter from focus on students
coming from RCELD (racial, cultural, ethnic, and linguistically diverse) backgrounds;
questions related to RTI (Response to Intervention) and PBS (positive behavioral
supports) may not be as important since RTI and PBS are already mandated in Florida
schools and could also deter from primary focus of the tool; questions should allow for
schools to include more site based needs and initiatives
 Overall content-question of the purpose of the tool; issue with underlying assumptions
that focus on traditional roles for special education teachers; tool should address
participant beliefs, expectations, and attitudes towards students RCELD backgrounds;
some questions and quality indicators appear to support surface level integrations of
diversity and may subvert the stated intentions of tool; disability should be included in
RCELD definition; include professional development examples and resources
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[REVIEWING A CULTURALLY RESPONSIVE CHECKLIST TOOL FOR SCHOOLS AND
TEACHERS] Delphi Study: Round 3

Good evening,
I cannot thank each of you enough for your participation in this Delphi study to refine
this instrument. There will be NO survey with this final round. Please simply review the
summary of feedback statements below from the last round regarding the latest version of the
tool and reply to this email with your responses to the three questions included at the bottom of
this email. There have been no changes made to the attached document since the 2nd round.
Changes will be made based upon the summary of feedback below and your round 3 responses to
this email.

Summary of Feedback from Round 2:
a.Specific directions are needed on exactly how to complete the questionnaire and how to use the
quality indicators section to answer the questions.
b.The open-ended response section for each question needs to clearly specify what participants
are to do.
c.Language must be consistent within the answer choices to each question.
d.Feasibility of the tool depends on how it is presented to staff. Must have buy-in from staff and
provide guidance during completion.
e.Some questions, like 3 & 4 could be combined, while others, like 1 and 5 need to be split apart.
f.Need to incorporate a focus on Bank's Social Action approach throughout overall content of
questionnaire.
g.Need to address ways to facilitate professional development and conversations regarding
individual beliefs and assumptions about racial, cultural, and linguistic issues.
h.Consider a rating system of 1-4 or 1-10 for answer choices, instead of multiple choice rubric
statements.
i.There was an even mix of participants stating that resources were either important or not
important.
Please respond to these questions in your email reply:
1. Are there any statements above that you particularly agree with?
2. Are there any statements above that you particularly disagree with?
3. Are there any final recommendations that you'd like to add?
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A = Always; U = Usually; S = Sometimes; R = Rarely; N = Never
Personal Sensitivity
_____ 1. I realize that any individual in a group may not have the same values as others in the
group.
_____ 2. I avoid words, statements, expressions, and actions that members of other culture
groups and orientations could find offensive.
_____ 3. I read books and articles to increase my understanding and sensitivity about the hopes,
strengths, and concerns of people from other cultures.
_____ 4. I counteract prejudicial, stereotypical thinking and talking whenever and wherever
lean.
School Context Efforts
_____ 5. I include contributions of people from diverse populations as an integral part of the
school curriculum.
_____ 6. I strive to nurture skills and develop values in students and colleagues that will help
members of minority groups thrive in the dominant culture.
_____ 7. I know where to obtain bias-free, multicultural materials for use in my school.
_____ 8. I have evaluated the school resource materials to determine whether or not they
contain a fair and appropriate presentation of people in diverse populations.
Parent/Community Relations
_____ 9. I invite parents and community members from various cultural backgrounds to be
classroom resources, speakers, visiting experts, or assistants.
_____ 10. I value having a school staff composed of people from different culturalbackgrounds.
_____ 11. I exhibit displays showing culturally diverse people working and socializing together.
_____ 12. I advocate for schools in which all classes, including special education classes, reflect
and respect diversity.
Note. From “Consultation, Collaboration, and Teamwork for Students with Special Needs (6th ed.),” by
P. Dettmer, L. P. Thurston, A. Knackendoffel, and N. J. Dyck, p. 311. Copyright 2009 by Pearson.
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University of Central Florida Institutional
Review Board
Officeof Research & Commercialization
12201 Research Parkway, Suite 501
Orlando, Florida 32826-3246
Telephone: 407-823-2901 or 407-882-2276
www.research.ucf.edu/compliance/irb.html

Approval of Exempt Human Research
From: UCF Institutional Review Board #1
FWA00000351, IRB00001138
To: Angela C. Griner
Date: October15, 2010
Dear Researcher:
On 10/15/2010, the IRB approved the following activity as human participant research that is exempt
from
regulation:
Type of Review:Exempt Determination
ProjectTitle:Addressing the Achievement Gap and Disproportionality through
the Use of a Culturally Responsive Checklist for Schools and
Teachers
Investigator:Angela CGriner
IRBNumber:SBE-10-07169
Funding Agency:
Grant Title:
Research ID:N/A
This determination applies only to the activities described in the IRB submission and does not apply
should any changes be made. If changes are made and there are questions about whether these changes
affect the exempt status of the human research, please contact the IRB.When you have completed your
research, please submit a Study Closure request in iRIS so that IRB records will be accurate.
In the conduct of this research, you are responsible to follow the requirements of the Investigator
Manual.

On behalf of Joseph Bielitzki, DVM, UCF IRB Chair, this letter is signed by:
Signature applied by Joanne Muratorion 10/15/2010 04:15:17 PM EDT

IRB Coordinator
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